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Executive Summary 

"Neglect of maintenance can nevertheless affect public health and safety, reduce productivity of public 
employees, and cause long term financial losses as buildings wear out prematurely and must be replaced" 

Building Research Board of the National Research Council, 
Committing to the Cost ofOwnershiv, 2990. 

This report documents a study by the Architecture and Building Science Group at New Jersey Institute 
of Technology (NJIT) on approaches to state mechanisms to assure that public school buildings are 
adequately maintained. The study by NJIT has been conducted at the request of the New Jersey 
Commission on Business Efficiency of the Public Schools. The study was developed with the cooperation 
and assistance of the New Jersey State Department of Education. 

Inadequate maintenance of school buildings in the State of New Jersey has been cited as a problem 
affecting the long term expense of school facilities and the adequacy of public education. An estimate of 
the total outstanding school construction need for New Jersey, adjusted for inflation, is approximately 
$1 .8 billion (taken from aggregate data of the 1 985 State Department of Education Facility Master Plans). 
Of this amount approximately $600 million is needed for capital improvement of existing facilities, much 
of which can be attributed to deferred maintenance. While this figure reflects deferred maintenance 
requiring capital expenditure, it does not include unmet current maintenance needs. Further, the 
estimates will most likely increase when analysis of the 1990 Facility Master Plan data is completed later 
this year. 

The appropriate combination of sufficient funding, planning, and monitoring is necessary to insure that 
public school buildings are adequately maintained. Many states, including New jersey, are currently 
attempting to address this issue. 
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This study was initiated with the following goals: (1) to seek precedents from school facility programs 
in other states; (2) to identify key issues with the current New Jersey school facilities system; and (3) to 
develop approaches to improve maintenance in public school buildings in ti»e State of New Jersey. The 
recommended approaches focus on methods of achieving an appropriate level of school maintenance 
through effective and efficient management. The three parts of the study are described as follows: 

Part One: Fifty State Survey of State School Facility Programs that reinforce, 
monitor, and insure that public school buildings are adequately 
maintained. 

Part Two: A Review of New Jersey State Programs for funding, monitoring, and 
technical assistance relating to the maintenance of school buildings. 

Part Three: Recommendations for Programmatic Approaches to insure appropriate 
school maintenance for implementation by the State of New Jersey. 

New Jersey School Facilities: 

A Need to Coordinate Procedure and Offer Technical Assistance 

The study reviews New Jersey's school facility system including building code compliance requirements, 
planning mechanisms, and funding for school building maintenance. The study has found that currently 
the maintenance of public schools inNew Jersey is primarily a responsibility of the local education agency 
(LEA). A State school building maintenance "program" does not exist. However, programs are in place 
that affect the maintenance efforts of local school districts. 

Interviews were conducted with ten local school district superintendents and/or facility managers; three 
county superintendents or school business administrators; and the Division of Finance, the Bureau of 
Facilities Planning Services, and the Division of County and Regional Services of the New Jersey State 
Department of Education. Of the ten local districts, three are considered urban, four suburban, and three 
rural. The districts and counties were carefully chosen in collaboration with the Commission on Business 
Efficiency of the Public Schools to represent a cross section of socio-economic groupings and district sizes. 
The responses to specific questions during these interviews have been recorded in five matrixes. The 
interviews represent anecdotal information that does not allow for a statistical analysis as the survey was 
limited to ten districts and three counties. 

As currently employed by the New Jersey State Department of Education, requirements and procedures 
for monitoring, funding, and planning are similar in form to other states with active facility programs 
such as Florida, Maryland, Georgia, and Rhode Island. However, these requirements and proa dures do 
not work together as a system and do not produce a focused effort in regard to school maintenance. The 
existing tools could be used more effectively to assist the LEAs in addressing their facility needs while 
protecting New Jersey's public investment in school buildings. 
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An Appropriate Coordination of Effort to Meet Facility Needs: 
A State and Local Partnership with Technical Assistance 

The State required school facility planning documents, (1) the five-year Facility Master Plan and (2) the 
long-term maintenance plan, along with the five-year monitoring cycle, review school facility conditions 
and management procedures to some degree. However, these mechanisms serve a "watchdog" function 
rather than a pro-active technical assistance role. Technical assistance to a LEA found in non-compliance 
with monitoring requirements is limited due to a lack of funding and staff, and a lack of appropriate 
technical assistance tools, such as State guidebooks. Technical assistance for school facilities manage- 
ment is considered very helpful by the New Jersey superintendents and administrators interviewed for 
this study. However, assistance is not always available and is not developed in a programmatic way to 
be coordinated with State goals. 

While similar to other states researched for this study, the review mechanisms for New Jersey school 
facilities fall short of adequately ad dressing the building maintenance issue. While d ef erred maintenance 
is identified after a period of time, there is no method of assuring that buildings are consistently 
maintained. This could be accomplished by correlating existing conditions to maintenance plans and to 
local school budgets. Deferred maintenance leads to more costly capital improvements that can be 
avoided if building maintenance is addressed in a timely way. 

The strength of facility programs in other states is linked to a philosophy that an appropriate mix of 
technical assistance and training for the LEAs and of state monitoring based on standard criteria must 
be developed. The establishment of a pro-active partnership between the state and LEAs to assure the 
adequacy of public school mai ntenance is a model that can be drawn from states such as Florida, Georgia, 
California, and Maryland. 

Planning and Funding: A Mis-matched Process 

While administrators are concerned with adequately maintaining school buildings, annual building 
maintenance budgets are commonly considered a low priority item by local schooi boards. Without 
adequate funding, plans to maintain school buildings cannot be realized. The monitoring process often 
inadvertently creates an uneven spending cycle for school building maintenance activities. Maintenance 
efforts often increase in the years prior to monitoring and decrease after the school district passes 
monitoring. From the State level, no controls have been instituted to link funding to school maintenance 
goals. 

There are several approaches and precedents from other states that could be considered to provide a 
better link between planning and funding. California and Florida directly appropriate state funds for 
school building maintenance. A state may also require that a maintenance budget be included in the 
annual local district budget. This is required in California with a "Restricted Maintenance Fund" for all 
State-funded projects and was required in Florida under th^ "Maintenance of Effort" requirement for all 
districts. 
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Maintenance requirements attached to state facility funding programs may be linked to theprojected life 
of the building such as in Georgia and Massachusetts. Finally, the states of California, Massachusetts, 
Maryland, and Florida require maintenance plans to be submitted as part of State funding applications 
for new construction. 

Study Findings on The New Jersey School Facility Program 

The following findings on New Jersey's current approach to school maintenance are based on interviews 
and observations made by the Architecture and Building Science Group at NJTT and trough interviews 
with local, county, and State education administrators: 

Finding #1 School building maintenance is often deferred. There is a backlog in 
many school districts and often building maintenance priorities are 
unclear. 

Finding # 2 Many local school districts are not equipped for building emergencies 
through budget, planning, or management . 

Finding #3 The State does not require systematic evaluation of local education 
agencies' needs for building maintenance and repair. 

Finding #4 The State has not set effective criteria for school maintenance and 
capital improvements. 

Finding #5 Tliere is little review of mandatory planning documents at the State 
or county levels. 

Finding #6 There is no coordination between the major State facilities control and 
planning mechanisms that are mandated by the 
Department of Education. 

Finding # 7 State funding is not connected to enforcement of priorities, criteria, 
or State goals. 

Finding #8 The local budget for school maintenance is frequently considered 
discretionary and is not always connected to need. 

Finding #9 Local funding allocation for maintenance is often insufficient. 

Finding #10 The State provides insufficient technical assistance to local school 
districts, particularly concerning building maintenance. 
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Approaches 

This report recommends four approaches to the State school facility system to improve the maintenance 
of public school buildings in the State of New Jersey. The recommendations developed by the study are 
based on the precedents observed in other state systems and on key findings about the New Jersey school 
facility system as presente J ir* the previous section. The four proposed alternatives are: 

Approach 1: Strengthen the current NJ school facilides program by including key 
activities and by making better use of existing mechanisms* 

The New Jersey school facilities system is similar to those of Georgia, Florida, and Maryland with many 
of the same mechanisms: a five-year Facility Master Plan, a long term maintenance plan, and monitoring. 
The New Jersey system could be significantly strengthened through better coordination of the planning 
and monitoring mechanisms with a focus on school building maintenance. As the study indicates, an 
understanding of the school maintenance need should first be established. Monitoring and the Facility 
Master Plan do not assess maintenance needs. Goals to address outstanding needs should be set and 
incentives to achieve them provided. A review at the State level of maintenance budgets against 
established criteria would reinforce these goals. This review should be coordinated with the required 
planning mechanisms. Technical assistance, research in the cost /benefit of adequate maintenance 
budgets, and the use of database systems would all support this effort. 

Approach 2: Develop Stde initiatives to protect local school maintenance budgets. 
A minimum maintenance budget requirement would assure that a "level of effort" (similar to the Florida 
program) is made. This requirement would reinforce to local jurisdictions that there is a "cost of 
ownership" and that maintenance should be considered essential. The appropriate level of a minimum 
maintenance budget should be researched and linked to cost of building replacement and building 
inventory. State funds (operating funds) allocated to local school districts could be targeted specifically 
to reinforce this goal (or as an alternative to a minimum budget). 

Approach 3: Attach stronger maintenance requirements to State funding and approvals 
for new school building construction. 

Debt service reimbursement, capital improvement funds, and some operating funds represent State 
expenditures on local school buildings that could be linked to an assurance that the buildings are 
adequately maintained. A combination of technical assistance with self-help guidebooks, research on 
low maintenance school construction, required maintenance plans, and a coordinated monitoring of 
building inspections and expenditures could be linked to approvals for new school building construc- 
tion. This effort could be specific to those buildings in which the State is making debt service 
reimbursements (similar to plans in Florida, California, Maryland, and Georgia). 

Approach 4: Address deferred maintenance through "steady-state" funding and 
budgeting. 

To address deferred building maintenance may require a "program" with a long-term plan and 
incentives to local education agencies. Deferred maintenance may have developed over as long as fifteen 
years and cannot be solved in a year or two. A long-term plan for "steady-state funding" would become 



Approaches to School Maintenance • Executive Summary 



erJc 10 



a commitment to address the problem. Public policy can then be set for a ten-year time-frame, and local 
education agencies can develop achievable plans. This approach is similar to the facilities program in 
Georgia in which the State asks local school districts to develop a long-term plan to bring all school 
buildings up to a twenty-year life. This approach is also recommended by the Building Research Board 
study "Committing to the Cost of Ownership." 

Summary 

The goal of these approaches is to enable a creative and industrious effort to take place at the local level, 
whiie assuring that State funds are being protected and that public education facilities are adequately 
maintained. 

A balance between adequate funding and efficient management must also be reached. The large task of 
providing adequate public school facilities and approaching the difficult backlog of deferred building 
maintenance in the State of New Jersey requires more than funding. Effective coordination, manage- 
ment, technical assistance, planning, standards, and monitoring are needed to assure that funds 
designated to attack the problem are used efficiently. 

At the time this study was conducted, new relevant legislation was introduced and passed by the State 
Legislature. The Quality Education Act (passed in July 1990), partially overlaps with some of these 
recommendations. The study does not analyze this new legislation in relationship to the recommenda- 
tions. However, the intention of the foundation funding formula reflects an understanding that an 
adequate facilities budget is an aspect of a "thorough and efficient education. Under the Quality 
Education Act, the foundation formula allocates $110 per enrolled child for school facility expenditures. 

An addendum under a separate cover includes extensive matrixes reporting on the results of the Fifty 
State Survev and the interviews with thelocal school districts. Two charts are included to further explain 
the New Jersey State Department of Education programs that relate to facilities maintenance. The 
addendum also includes an index of reference materials received from the Fifty State Survey. 
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From the time this study was completed and accepted by the Commission on November 1 , 1 990 until 
early April, 1991, the Work Program Steering Subcommittee of the Commission considered the 
approaches suggested in the report and developed recommendations for consideration by the full 
Commission. On May 6, 1991, the Commission considered the suggestions of the Subcommittee and 
adopted the findings and the recommendations detailed below. 

While theCommissionrecognizes the need for increased expenditures to reducea significant existing 
backlog of deferred maintenance and necessary school facility improvements, the current financial 
condition of the State does not permit full and immediate relief of this problem. The options 
suggested in the report on "steady-state" funding, while laudable, are not feasible given the current 
financial condition of the State. However, an effort at some level must begin or the price of meeting 
this challenge will rise even higher. For this reason, the Commission strongly advocates increased 
direct State support of facilities and recommends: 

Recommendation #1, the enactment of Senate Bill No. 2723 sponsored by Senator Feldman and 
Assembly Bill No. 3604 sponsored by Assemblymen Zangari and Salmon which provide $600 
million, to aid New Jersey school districts in constructing or renovating facilities, and 

Recommendation # 2, that the State restrict the use of the facilities component of the Quality 
Education Act to facilities uses only. At present, only the capital outlay portion is restricted to 
facilities use. The Commission proposes that the portion assigned to current expense be restricted to 
expenditures -within facilities-related line items. Monies thus budgeted but not expended in one year 
should be carried forward and budgeted for such line items in the following year and added to the 
current expense portion generated in that year. The budgeted funds could not be transferred for other 
purposes except that the County Superintendent may allow such transfers if a district's maintenance 
plan is completed. 

Frequently mentioned in the report is the need for improved and/or increased technical assistance 
to school districts on topics concerning facilities. The Commission finds that increased technical 
assistance can helpschool districts avoid future maintenance and facilities expenditures by improving 
the level of expertise and thus the quality of facility planning on the local district level and 
recommends: 

Recommendation #3, that the Legislature direct the Department of Education to develop and 
implement a plan for delivering improved technical assistance to school districts in facility planning 
and maintenance, and 

Recommendation #4, that the Legislature direct the Department of Education to develop, distrib- 
ute and promote the use of manuals and/or guidebooks on the topics of school facility design and 
facility needs assessment including a special volume covering the design of urban school facilities, 
and appropriate $300,000 to the Department for such purpose. 
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The Commission concurs in the report's observation thai current New Jersey school facilities 
pro 6 «am is not "sufficiently coordinated/' The Commission recognizes that the Department of 
Education is aware of this problem and recommends: 

Recommendation #5, that the Five Year Facilities Master Plan be redesigned to include plans for 
long-term maintenance as well as new construction, and 

Recommendation #6, that the Legislature direct local school boards to include sufficient funds in 
their budgets to support their Five Year Facility Maintenance Plans and require such support before 
districts' budgets can be approved by the Commissioner of Education. 

The Commission recognizes that not enough information is available on the current condition of 
school facilities. The Commission believes that such information would assist State policy makers 
in efficiently targeting funds to the areas of greatest need. For this reason the Commission 
recommends: 

Recommendation #7, that the Legislature direct the Department of Education to conduct a surjey 
of all Public School Facilities in the State. Such a study should be conducted in a uniform manner, 
established by the Department of Education, in all districts to guarantee: 1 ) consistency of results, 
and 2) equity in the distribution of funds based on need. 

TheCommission agrees with the report in its identification of a lack of "inter-agency communication, 
State interpretation of guidelines, and policy streamlining" as a problem with regulations from State 
and Federal agencies. However, the Commission finds that this problem has an impact beyond 
school districts. Conflicting regulations, especially those on environmental and health issues, create 
problems for school districts, local municipalities, private business and home owners. For this 
reason, the Commission recommends: 

Recommendation #8, that the Governor, possibly through his office of Policy and Planning: V 
review the problems of conflicting State and Federal regulations and the processes of disseminating 
these regulations and their enforcement; 2) develop and implement a streamlined and coordinated 
process for the dissemination and enforcement of these regulations, and 3) develop and implement a 
process for identifying and resolving conflicts in these regulations prior to their implementation. 

Through cooperation with Governor's office and the Legislature, the Commission will seek the 
implementation of these recommendations. 
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I. Description Of The Study 



This report documents a study conducted from May through August 1990 by the Architecture 
and Building Science Group at the New Jersey Institute of Technology at the request of the New 
Jersey Commission on Business Efficiency of the Public Schools. The report identifies program- 
matic methods at the State level to improve maintenance in New Jersey's public school buildings. 
The study was designed with three parts as follows: 

Part One: Fifty State Survey of State School Facility Programs that reinforce, 
monitor, and insure that public school buildings are adequately 
maintained. 

Part Two: A Review of New Jersey State Programs for funding, monitoring, 
and technical assistance relating to the maintenance of school 
buildings. 

Part Three: Recommendations for Programmatic Approaches t^ insure the 
appropriate maintenance of public school buildings for 
implementation by the State of New Jersey. 



Part One: Fifty State Survey 

This survey was conducted to identify precedents of state school facility programs which 
address school maintenance. Aspects of these precedents may be applicable to the New Jersey 
school facilities program. A questionnaire gathered information on: (1) state and local facility 
funding mechanisms; (2) state criteria for maintenance, new construction, and capital improve- 
ment; (3) state monitoring and inventory systems; and (4) basic data. In addition to the 
questionnaire, extensive discussions were conducted with a number of State school facility 
directors from states with facility programs that offer precedents for New Jersey including: 
Alabama, California, Florida, Georgia, Maryland, Massachusetts, and Rhode Island. 

Forty-three responses were received, as well as supplementary information (see index in 
addendum). More than half the states responding to the questionnaire had school facility 
programs. Fourteen states had facility programs that address the maintenance of school 
buildings at the state level to some degree. 

The report analyzes approaches to school maintenance used by seven relevant state facility 
programs (California, Florida, Georgia, Maryland, Massachusetts, New York and Rhode Island). 
Summaries of these state facility programs are included. Eight matrixes document the informa- 
tion gathered from the Fifty State Survey. The first matrix summarizes basic relevant data from 
all fifty states, while the other matrixes summarize the information from those states that have 
state facility programs. (See Fifty State Matrix I and State Facility Program Matrixes II-l through 
II-7 in Addendum) 
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Part Two: New Jersey School Facilities Programs 

Funding, planning, monitoring, and technical assistance mechanisms for New Jersey school 
facilities were reviewed at the state and local levels. Information for the critique was gathered 
through interviews with: (1) ten local school district superintendents and/or facility managers 
(regionally selected: urban, suburban, and rural), (2) three county school superintendents and/ 
or school business administrators, and (3) selected New Jersey State Department of Education 
administrators. 

The goal of the interviews was to gather input from a cross section of school district types (urban, 
suburban, and rural). Each local school district representative was asked to describe the 
district's approach to school building maintenance and facility planning. He/she was asked to 
evaluate the school district's ability to maintain its school building stock and to identify 
problems in accomplishing set goals. They were also asked to make recommendations for 
improvement of the State facilities system. A summary of their recommendations is included. 
Information gained from the New Jersey interviews are compiled in four matrixes which 
summarize the key parts of the interviews. (See New Jersey School District Matrixes IIM 
through III - 5 in Addendum) 

From the input gathered through the interview process, ten findings were made about the New 
Jersey State programs and their ability to affect local school building maintenance. The findings 
are explained in detail in this report. The study did not attempt to evaluate the condition of local 
school facilities in New Jersey or in other states. The study examines and illustrates approaches 
to the problem of assuring public school building maintenance and does not attempt to quantify 
the problem. 



Part Three: Approaches To School Maintenance 

Four approaches were developed to address the findings on the maintenance of New Jersey's 
public schools. These approaches incorporate precedents identified through the Fifty State 
Survey. The approaches are presented conceptually and require further research and develop- 
ment for implementation. The four approaches may be applied in conjunction with one another 
as they are complementary. 



II. Definitions 

The term maintenance is often used to describe a variety of activities that relate to a structure from 
the time of the completion of construction until the eventual retirement of the building. Terms 
often included under a general category of "maintenance" include: operations, alterations and capital 
improvements. Maintenance is also often categorized as preventive maintenance, corrective mainte- 
nance, and deferred maintenance. To clarify the use of these terms, the following definitions are 
provided: 

Maintenance is the "upkeep of property and equipment, work necessary to realize the originally 
anticipated useful life of a fixed asset" as defined by the Building Research Board of the National 
Research Council. "Maintenance includes periodic or occasional inspection; adjustment, lubri- 
cation, and cleaning (non-custodial) of equipment; replacement of parts; painting; resurfacing; 
and other actions to assure continuing service and to prevent breakdown. Maintenance does not 
prolong the design service life of the property or equipment, nor does it add to the asset's value." 
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Typically, the life of a building represents an assigned number of years that may relate to a 
mortgage period or expected depreciation of a building. However, with appropriate mainte- 
nance, the useful life of a building may extend well beyond this period. 

Not included in the category of "maintenance" are activities generally considered operations as 
defined below. The report defines the word "maintenance" very broadly, not to suggest a 
precedent, but rather to match the broad interpretation of the word on the part of those 
interviewed and to simplify the report. The following is a list of terms generally related to the 
general category of "maintenance:" 

Operations, according to the National Research Board, refers to "those activities related to a 
building's normal performance of the functions for which it is used. The cost of utilities, 
janitorial services, window cleaning, rodent and pest control, and waste management are 
generally included in the scope of operations and are not maintenance." 

Alterations, for the purposes of this study, include the modification and upgrading of existing 
rooms or spaces in a building to improve service to changing educational programs. Alterations 
may include adding air conditioning, ventilation, equipment such as computers to enhance 
educational programs, and the re-partitioning of space to suit new purposes. Typically, 
alterations are considered a capital expense. 

Capital Improvement includes all projects that involve the addition of spaces for program or 
enrollment needs, system replacement to increase the useful life of a building, or major 
renovation to increase the value of the building. Capital improvements considered in the general 
category of "maintenance" under the scope of this study include system replacement, both 
corrective and preventive, and renovation to improve the value of a building. The addition of 
new program space or an alteration is not considered under the general category of "mainte- 
nance" in this study. 

Preventive Maintenance is the improvement, replacement, or repair that prolongs a building's 
or a system's life expectancy, reduces operating costs, or prevents existing systems from 
breaking down. Preventive maintenance projects may include energy conservation measures, 
the repointing of brick, the replacement of flooring with a more durable material, or general 
equipment overhaul. Typically, preventive maintenance is considered an operating expense. 

Corrective Maintenance is the replacement or repair of systems that are deficient or are not 
operating to full capacity. It may also involve bringing aspects of the building up to currera code 
standards. Corrective maintenance projects include boiler replacement, roof repair or replace- 
ment, asbestos removal, and emergency repair. Corrective maintenance is generally considered 
a capital expense. 

Deferred Maintenance is building maintenance that has not been addressed in a timely manner 
and has become "deferred." Projects are often deferred due to budget deficiencies and poor 
management practices. Corrective maintenance projects often lead to much greater repair costs 
when deferred. 

In summary, maintenance is interpreted to be that mix of preventive, corrective, and deferred 
maintenance activities which may be accomplished through the use of operating budgets or 
capital expense budgets as appropriate. 
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Another area that requires clarification pertains to state overview mechanisms. For the purposes 
of this report, the terms monitoring, survey and inventory are hereby defined: 

Monitoring is the review of building characteristics through site visits by regional or centrally 
employed state personnel for the purpose of assuring compliance with regulations. The term 
"monitoring" implies a legal responsibility on the part of local education agencies to meet the 
regulations being reviewed. Therefore, monitoring is used primarily as an enforcement measure 
rather than a process of cataloguing information. 

Inventory is the process of compiling and maintaining a database on building characteristics or 
building conditions. The information on which the data are based may be collected through a 
number of research tools including state site inspections, information submitted to the state by 
local districts, and reports from monitoring visits. State school facility inventories are generally 
used for planning, needs assessment, or projections and may or may not be directly linked to 
funding legislation or compliance regulations. 

Survey is the collection of data on building characteristics through either on-site inspections 
conducted by state agencies or through local district questionnaires. Surveys are generally used 
for state planning and policy-making purposes and may involve evaluations based on state 
criteria. 

III. Review Of The Problem: The Cost of Deferred 
Maintenance 

"To delay proper maintenance is to add to the cost of maintaining the building and hastens the 
need for renovation/replacement of the components thereof. An efficient school plant mainte- 
nance service is vitally important to the students, the staff, the educational program being 
delivered and the community it serves. By maintaining school plants at optimum levels of 
efficiency, operational costs are kept low" 

Association of School Business Officials, School Facilities Maintenance, 1988. 



Facility management experience has shown that the delay of maintenance often results in costly 
deterioration. Deferred maintenance can eventually lead to the need for substantial renovations 
or the early retirement of a building. Prolonged deferred maintenance can threaten life safety 
and impede academic programs. 

A National Crisis 

Adequately maintaining school buildings is not a problem specific to New Jersey, but rather is 
a national crisis. This concern has been cited in a number of current studies including: Working 
in Urban Schools. Corcoran, et al., Institute for Educational Leadership, (1988); Wolves at the School 
House Door. Walker and Woods, Educational Writers Association (1989); Committing to the Cost 
of Ownership. Building Research Board, National Research Council (1990); Results in Education 
1989. National Governor's Association; and "The Fiscal Support of School Facilities in Rural and 
Small Schools/' Honeyman, Wood , et. al., Journal of Education Finance (1988). These reports 
and journal articles indicate that throughout the country, particularly in urban and rural areas, 
either funds are inadequate or adequate funds are not being allocated to maintain school 
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buildings. A number of these reports also confirm that the probable effect of deferred mainte- 
nance is not only an economic loss due to the shortened life of the school building or increased 
cost in capital improvements, but may also have a detrimental effect on the educational system. 

"Teachers told us that physical conditions have direct positive and negative effects on teacher 
morale, sense of personal safety, feelings of effectiveness in the classroom, and on the general 
learning environment/' 

Corcoran, Walker, and White. Workinf in Urban Schools. 1988, 

"Neglect of maintenance can nevertheless affect public health and safety, reduce productivity of 
public employees, and cause long term financial losses as buildings wear out prematurely and 
must be replaced" 

Building Research Board of the National Research Council 
Committing to the Cost of Ownership. 1990, 

The deferred maintenance of school buildings in New Jersey is, then, symptomatic of a larger 
national problem encompassing a variety of essential public buildings and public infrastructure. 
Deferred maintenance of school buildings will take a long term and coordinated effort to resolve. 



School Maintenance: A State and Local Interest 

There is a growing concern that public school buildings in New Jersey are currently not 
adequately maintained. In part, this concern is based on anecdotal information and the 
increasing number of school districts entering the Level III sub-standard category of the New 
Jersey State Department of Education's five-year Monitoring process. An analysis of state-wide 
aggregate data from the 1985 Facility Master Plan submittals estimates that the outstanding 
facility need for the State is $1 .8 billion in new construction and capital improvements. Estimates 
put the State's capital improvement needs for deferred maintenance of public school buildings 
at approximately $600 million. (1987 compilation of Facility Master Plan data, State Department 
of Education, State of New Jersey). This study was not designed to assess the State's outstanding 
school facility maintenance need. The State currently does not employ an inventory mechanism 
or another tool to assess school facility conditions and maintenance needs. Due to a lack of 
accurate information, these estimates may be considered low. 

The State of New Jersey and the local school district have an interest in assuring that school 
buildings are maintained and that funds are expended wisely and efficiently to achieve that goal. 
Public school buildings are a valuable resource to which substantial State and local funds are 
designated. Through debt service reimbursements, operating funds, and capital outlay, State 
funds are an investment in the local school building stock. Over the ten year period from 1979- 
80 through 1988-89, the State of New Jersey and local districts spent in excess of $4.8 billion in 
debt service, capital outlay and other school building funds. If this expenditure were to be 
considered an investment, the State's interest in monitoring and assuring that public schools are 
adequately maintained is very clear. The "thorough and efficient education" clause of the State 
Constitution suggests that the State should assure that school buildings are efficiently main- 
tained. 

New Jersey currently has a number of mechanisms in place to approve and assist in planning 
public school facilities. These include five year monitoring, sub-standard space review, building 
plan review, and the Facility Master Plan. These devices need to be studied to evaluate their 
effectiveness and usefulness in assisting the local school district in developing an efficient 
facility system. 
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Protecting School Buildings at the Local Level 

The protection of public school buildings from deterioration is an appropriate combination of 
planning, technical assistance, adequate funding, manageii^txnaintenancecriteria, and monitoring. 
The protection of school buildings is the responsibility of the State and the local school boards 
working together. 

As earlier mentioned studies have shown, for many school districts lack of adequate funding is 
a significant barrier to continuing school maintenance. Lack of adequate funding may be 
attributed to lack of available resources and/or the inadequate allocation of resources within the 
local budget. School building maintenance budgets are frequently the first item to be cut by the 
local school boards when developing annual budgets. Regardless of intention, long term facility 
plans cannot be carried out by local school districts without adequate funding. 

Delay in needed maintenance and improvements is not always caused by a lack of funding but 
also can be caused by a lack of appropriate management. There is a need to spend resources 
wisely and effectively. This is particularly the case when resources are limited. Project priorities 
need to be clear. Poor organization of tasks and inefficient staff management can lead to critical 
maintenance problems that may have been initially simple to fix. Management on the local level 
is one aspect that a state program should both assist and monitor for its success. 



Federal Compliance and School Building Maintenance 

Review of school facilities is not limited to the State or to local school districts. Federal agencies 
also monitor school facilities such as the Environmental Protection Agency for underground oil 
tank removal and compliance to the Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act (AHERA). 
Agency regulations often carry strict compliance rules and unrealistic response times. These 
may cause many districts fiscal hardship and disrupt facility planning. Funding assistance is 
often slow or nonexistent. Penalties associated with non-compliance with these new regulations 
lead to a restructuring of priorities at the local level and competition for limited resources. The 
problem of lack of coordination am? lack of support in addressing these requirements was found 
not only within New Jersey but alio on a national level. 
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IV. Fifty State Survey 



Overview 

The survey of states was conducted to identify precedents and state school facility programs that 
may be applicable to the New Jersey school facilities program. By reviewing other states' 
procedures and requirements, usefullessons can be learned and appropriate procedures selected. 
The survey focuses on the functioning relationship between state programs and local operations. 
Given the scope of the research project, the study did not attempt to evaluate these programs 
through on-site investigations. The information was gathered through the questionnaire and 
interviews (See sample questionnaire). 

A survey was sent to fifty states plus the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and Guam. Forty- 
three responses were received. Of the states that did nc * respond, it was determined through 
telephone calls that they have minimal or no state facility programs . The research team visited 
and interviewed key personnel in the states with programs most relevant to New Jersey 
including Florida, Georgia, Rhode Island, and Massachusetts. Survey information from active 
state school facility programs which address school maintenanceis summarized. Key information 
from the surveys has been recorded in e?ght matrixes. (See Fifty State Matrix I and State Facility 
Program Matrixes # II-l through II-7 i.< Addendum) 

Of the fifty states surveyed, seven states have been identified as either the most relevant to New 
Jersey in terms of regional significance, such as New York, or the most active in the area of school 
facilities specifically in relationship to school maintenance. The most active states include 
California, Florida, Maryland, Georgia, Massachusetts, and Rhode Island. 

On the state level, school building maintenance can be addressed through: (1) funding, (2) 
planning, and (3) monitoring. While the active states tend to employ policies that address all 
three areas, many states are using only one of these approaches. Funding can be made available 
through direct state allocation for building maintenance or by attaching maintenance require- 
ments to state facility funding programs such as capital outlay. State planning requirements may 
include district maintenance plans in conjunction with technical assistance to local education 
agencies. State monitoring reviews local procedures and performance in school maintenance 
and may include an inventory process. 

Funding 

California and Florida have programs that directly appropriate state funds for school building 
maintenance. In California, the Deferred Maintenance Program allocates funds in three d iff erent 
funding levels to local districts' maintenance budgets on the basis of established need. In 
Florida, license tag receipt funds go directly to maintenance projects that protect health and 
safety. By directly allocating funds for school maintenance, the State supports local efforts and 
is assured that the local district will maintain an annual budget for school maintenance. 

Many states support maintenance indirectly through funding of general operations budgets. 
These states include New Jersey, New York, Rhode Island, Georgia, Alabama, and Maine. In 
these states the expenditure of the local school operating fund is at the discretion of the local 
school district. 

The state may also require that maintenance budgets be included in the annual local district 
budget. This is required in California with a Restricted Maintenance Fund for all State-funded 
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projects and was required in Florida with the "Maintenance of Effort" stipulation for all districts. 
The Florida Legislature recently eliminated the requirement; school districts argued that they 
could not afford to keep the annual maintenance budget. 

Maintenance requirements attached to state facility funding programs may be linked to the 
projected building lifetimes, as in Georgia and Massachusetts. State requirements for projected 
building life vary from twenty to fifty years. California, Massachu? ^tts, Maryland, and Florida 
require maintenance plans to be submitted as part of state funding applications. Florida and 
Washington require the submission of a maintenance analysis that includes a cost/benefit 
projection of materials and construction methods used in the contract documents. (See Matrixes 
# II-5 and II-6 in Addendum for an overview of state facility funding programs). 

Planning 

Many states require that some form of long-term maintenance plan be completed by local 
education agencies. In many cases, as in New Jersey, the use of these plans remains largely up 
to the discretion of the local education agencies. Facility Master Plans are also required in many 
states and may or may not include maintenance as an item to be considered. In Georgia and 
Florida, the Facility Master Plan is integrally tied with the states' assessment of facility needs, the 
state funding mechanism and the states' facility survey process. (See Matrix # II-2 for an 
overview of state facility planning mechanisms and Matrix # II-3 for state facility criteria, both 
in theAddendum) 

Monitoring 

State inspections to monitor maintenance of public school buildings is undertaken by only a few 
states. Georgia has just instituted a biennial maintenance review and Maryland has instituted 
a program to inspect one hundred schools annually for maintenance and other facility related 
issues. Many states have inventory or facility survey processes that may or may not include a 
component on maintenance. From the results of this survey, it appears that Florida and New 
York have the most comprehensive school facility inventory systems. These inventories docu- 
ment building conditions. In some states, an inventory is only completed for state-funded 
projects at the time of plan review and may or may not be subsequently updated. Other states, 
such as California, keep an inventory that is updated through written questionnaires that are 
completed by local superintendents. Smaller states such as Delaware, Rhode Island, and Hawaii 
visit every school on an annual or biennial basis. (See Matrix # II-4 in Addendum for an overview 
of state monitoring processes.) 

Summary of Relevant State School Facility Programs 

The following reviews state school facility programs in California, Florida, Georgia, Maryland, 
Massachusetts, New York and Rhode Island. Summaries for Georgia, Florida, and California are 
presented in greater detail as states with unique and active programs that may hold important 
precedents for New Jersey to consider. While the study focuses on school building maintenance 
and improvement, it was difficult to explain these systems without detailing the overlapping 
effect of new construction and funding programs with school maintenance policy and proce- 
dures. For this reason, the summaries outline these areas in each of the most interesting states. 
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California 

California's School Facility Planning Division is currently working to address the tremendous 
growth in student enrollment and the $625 million backlog in school building maintenance 
within the State. Existing requests for construction amount to six billion dollars. The State 
anticipates an additional two billion dollars per year in construction costs over the next five years 
to accommodate the 200,000 new students per year projected for the next five years. The goal is 
to improve school building maintenance and to maximize facility usage. The program includes: 
(1) the extensive use of relocatables; (2) lease purchase for new construction and major renova- 
tion; (3) current and deferred maintenance requirements and fund ing; (4) database inventory; (5) 
an asbestos abatement program; and (6) reprogramming; e.g v multi-tracking. A Facility Master 
Plan is submitted with all applications for State funds. 

Lease Purchase 

In California, lease purchase funds can be used not only for new construction but also for 
renovation activities which include deferred maintenance. 

California funds school construction, addition, and renovation with a State-operated lease 
purchase program. The Leroy F. Greene School Building Lease Purchase Law of 1976 and the 
subsequent Greene-Hughes Lease Purchase Bond Law of 1986 allowed the State of California to 
raise $800 million in 1986 and in 1990. In addition, a new bond issue for school facilities funding 
is pending. The State holds the title to each school built or renovated, leasing it to the school 
district. After a forty-year period, the title is transferred to the school district. 

A district must submit a School District Asset Utilization F!an before State approval of a lease 
purchase. This plan describes surplus buildings and land holdings in the district and their 
potential for development. This is a measure insuring that a district's building stock is used 
efficiently and that the proposed project is necessary. 

Lease purchase can also be used to fund larger maintenance projects. In this case, a district must 
give up ownership of the building to the State and comply with all lease purchase regulations. 

Maintenance 

According to the School Facility Planning Division, maintenance of most school buildings 
throughout the State is currently deferred by the local school district due to lack of funding. 
Presently, only 1 percent of districts are involved in preventive maintenance programs, and 10 
percent have ongoing current maintenance projects. To address the backlog of deferred 
maintenance, the State has three major programs that mandate or provide for mr intenance: 

1. Lease Purchase Restricted Maintenance Fund 

2. Modernization/Reconstruction Funds 

3. Deferred Maintenance Fund 

Lease Purchase Restricted Maintenance Fund 

The lease purchase law requires an annual Restricted Maintenance Fund to be allocated by the 
local district for all State-funded construction projects. This fund is equal to 2 percent of the 
district's annual general fund. These funds must be maintained for the life of the lease purchase 
agreement, generally 40 years. In practice, this program is not always successful. The 
maintenance funds are not specifically linked to the new projects but are allocated on the district 
level. Therefore, the district easily drains those funds to older buildings, which have had 
maintenance deferred, rather than retaining them for ongoing maintenance of new lease 
purchase projects as was the intent of the legislation. 
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Modernization/Reconstruction Funds 

Mode 1 - ' zation funds are allocated from the State School Building Aid Fund. This is a program 
for schools aged 30 years or older. Generally, modernization includes all non-structural 
improvements necessary to update a building to conform to present usage. The district can be 
funded for up to 25 percent of the replacement cost of a school building. Modernization often 
absorbs deferred maintenance for these buildings. 

Reconstruction is offered as part of the lease purchase program. Reconstruction is primarily for 
structural modification of buildings 30 years old or more. Reconstruction can provide up to 75 
percent of the replacement cost of a building. However, due to lack of funds appropriated by the 
State, reconstruction is rarely used as a funding strategy by the local school district. 

Deferred Maintenance Fund 

To qualify for matching funds for deferred maintenance expenditures, a district must submit a 
Five-Year Plan for Maintenance. Matching funds are used as a "carrot" to encourage districts to 
submit maintenance plans. The district must also certify that it is placing one half of one percent 
of its general fund into an account to be matched by the State. The actual match amount varies 
with the State's available fund for allocation. It has been as high as one percent and as low as one 
quarter of one percent of the local school district's general fund. 

Inventory 

In Autumn 1990, the State is due to complete a comprehensive database inventory program. The 
inventory is taken by the school district and is updated annually. The inventory is done in three 
phases: 

Phase I: acquires information about the district as a whole; 
Phase II: collects information relative to each site within the district; 
Phase III: gathers information about the individual buildings on each site and the major 
rooms within them. 

Details include types of facilities, square footage of exterior corridors, acreage, financial status, 
and instructional purposes. The State is developing a program for representative site visitation 
as a verification of the inventory. 

Multi-tracking 

Multi-tracking, or year-round programing, has been introduced in 500 schools, or 14 percent 
state-wide. Teacher cycles are 45 days on and 15 days off, or 60 days on and 20 days off. This 
has allowed a 33 percent average increase in enrollment capacity. According to the State facilities 
office, through this scheduling strategy staff costs increase and building construction costs 
decrease. Currently, cost/benefit analyses are being developed. Multi-tracking creates a 
problem for adequate and timely building maintenance. As school is in session all year long, 
work that is traditionally done in the summer "off time" must be restructured to fit within the 
tight school schedule. 

Regulations and Criteria 

California maintains * id continues to develop strict regulations and criteria. These criteria are 
enforced through the plan approval process. A series of guidebooks for districts have been 
developed by the State. These include standards for site selection (including new requirements 
for setbacks from power lines due to effects of magnetic corona), sound levels, air quality, 
lighting, building performance, and energy efficiency (see index of materials from the fifty state 
survey in separate addendum). 
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California has a double burden of maintenance backlog and soaring enrollment. The funding 
programs, along with inventory, planning, and State controls are all working together to address 
the problems specific to California. 

Florida 

Over the past ten years, the State of Florida has undertaken an aggressive approach to school 
construction and monitoring of local school district facility activities. In many regions, Florida 
is undergoing enormous growth in enrollment due to increased immigration and middle class 
housing development Florida's education system is based on county districts. 

The Florida school facility program is based on State approval of local capital improvement and 
new school construction projects built with State funds. This approval is based on two related 
documents: (1) the Honda State Inventory of School Houses (FISH); and (2) the five-year State 
survey. The State survey leads to a local school district's five-year master facility plan. The local 
school district will only receive funds for those projects approved by the five-year State survey. 

Facility Funding 

The State of Florida distributes funds for school facilities from two sources: a Capital Outlay and 
Debt Service Trust Fund (CO & DS funds) which is financed through license tag receipts; and a 
Public Education Capital Outlay (PECO) fund which is financed through a gross utilities tax. The 
State also allows the local school district to raise funds through local millage (up to two mills 
without a local vote). These three sources of funds are specified and closely monitored by the 
State. In addition, the local district may raise a local bond, if approved by the voters. 

School Building Maintenance Requirements and Funding 

While school maintenance is considered a priority by the State Facility Office, the State 
Legislature has recently changed the policy of a required minimum local budget for school 
building maintenance and improvements. Previously, a minimum "maintenance of effort" 
budget had to be included in every school district budget. "Maintenance of effort" refers to the 
average of the past three years' maintenance budgets. While it may not be the appropriate 
amount to meet the the local education agency's need, this simple measure assures that an annual 
building maintenance budget is maintained. 

The "maintenance of effort" requirement was dropped by the State Legislature under pressure 
from local school boards arguing that the school districts could not afford the requirement. 
Thos* interviewed within the State Facilities Office generally saw this as an unfortunate decision 
and suggested that the requirement would be restored when school building conditions signi fi cantly 
decline due to lack of maintenance. 

In addition to this measure, 10 percent of the local share of the CO & DS funds (licence tag 
receipts) must be expended on health and life-safety building maintenance. The definition of 
maintenance for health and safety includes asbestos removal and other environmental require- 
ments. As a result, local school districts easily meet this expenditure. CO & DS funds must 
include and follow a priority list for building maintenance expenditures. 

The majority of the funds for the Florida State facility budget are nom PECO funds which 
average $690 million dollars. PECO allocated approximately $58 million to local school districts 
for maintenance and repair in 1989. All use of PECO funds must be specifically authorized by 
the State Facilities Department. However, building plan review is not required for expenditures 
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of less than $200,000. Florida's plan review process differs from the plan review process in New 
Jersey, which has no minimum expenditure exemption. The intention of this exemption is to 
streamline the review process and to give the local education agencies some flexibility so that 
they can respond quickly to repair needs. 

Funding for maintenance from PECO funds is based on the square footage and the age of the 
building. This funding formula calculates maintenance funds based on the replacement value 
of the building. This is calculated at 2 percent depreciation per year. This allocation of funds 
relates to the age of a district's building stock and the number of State approved rooms within 
a district's schools, not the ability of the district to raise funds. The building condition is 
evaluated by the inventory system. 

Maintenance funds from the State cannot be moved to an alternative budget by the local school 
district. The State Facilities Department has an Audit Department that checks annual budgets. 
If the designated funds are not spent as described within 21 months, they are withdrawn from 
the district. 

Florida Inventory of School Houses (FISH) 

Florida has developed FISH over a 16 year period. FISH is a detailed, computerized inventory 
system of all State school buildings. The inventory is related to the State survey and is the basis 
for the allocation of PECO funds. Aggregate data from the inventory is used for analysis and 
public policy. The inventory correlates the need to house students with the space available in 
each school. A five-year projection of space needs is created. The state facility office reviews all 
rooms and rates them in three categories: C-l, C-2, or C-3. A C-3 rating for a room or a building 
indicates that the State will no longer designate funds to that room or building except for life- 
safety or health expenses. 

The FISH inventory system is problematic in that the rating does not distinguish between 
programmatic requirements, code violations, or maintenance requirements. Generally, the 
criteria used to establish a rating are programmatic requirements as specified by the school 
building code. The inventory does not clearly State the reason for a poor rating. As a result, 
school districts would find difficulty in attempting to remedy the condition of the school or 
classroom from the information given by the inventory alone. 

State Survey 

All school districts are surveyed every five years by a team composed of State Facilities 
Department personnel and local school district administrators. The survey involves three steps: 
(1) the development of prototype schools by the local school district; (2) building inspection 
of all schools within a district; and (3) the development of a list of State-approved activities. The 
inventory and the prototype school requirements are used as a basis to make recommendations 
to bring all schools within a district to the same level. The activities recommended through the 
survey become the only activities for which State funds may be used. In this way, the State sets 
its priorities for each district. The school district may not use State funds for maintenance, 
construction, or renovation other than for State-approved projects listed in the survey. The 
survey process requires approximately one week for the review of an entire district. 

Technical Assistance 

The State Facilities Department stressed that its goal is to provide useful technical assistance to 
local school districts. The State Facilities Department offers many services to local school 
districts including maintenance workshops and building inspections specifically to review 
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capital improvement and maintenance needs. The balance between State overview and local 
control allows for innovation and productivity on the local level. The State Facilities Department 
also helps to interpret regulations of other federal and State agencies and acts as a clearing house 
for agency regulations. All school buildings are scrutinized by a local inspector annually. These 
inspectors are trained by the State Facilities Department. Deficiency reports are submitted to the 
State including cost estimates for required improvements. 

As the Florida education system is composed of large county systems, many counties are able to 
develop their own facility departments with a high level of professional ability and knowledge 
of construction management. Two of the fastest growing counties, Dade and Broward, are 
addressing their facility needs with large local bond issues and innovative facility management 
approaches. 

General Summary 

The Florida school facility system has a number of innovative aspects that have developed over 
a fifteen year period . The system has closely related State-funding to local compliance with State 
regulations. Florida directly funds school maintenance and that those funds are carefully 
monitored. A more important precedent, however, is the "maintenance of effort" budget 
requirement even though it has subsequently been dropped by the State. 

Georgia 

The Georgia capital outlay program for school facilities is in many ways similar in structure to 
New Jersey's system. Both systems have monitoring site surveys, a five-year facility plan, and 
regional State offices. However, unlike New Jersey, Georgia's five-year facility plan and its 
monitoring process are used directly as a basis of funding, expenditures, and approvals. 

The principle of "entitlement" ties monitoring and planning to funding in the Georgia system. 
Local education agencies (LEAs) earn credits by providing good academic programs and 
adequate facilities. The LEA gains access to State funding through these credits. The Quality 
Basic Education Act, passed in the late 1970's, provided the impetus for the two funding 
programs in Georgia. The concerns of the act include optimizing school size economically and 
programmatically and reducing school facilities' life-cycle costs. The act made specific recom- 
mendations as to the optimal school design with recommended school sizes, staffing, and 
program offerings. The legislation declared the life expectancy for a new school or renovation 
to be a minimum of 20 years. The act stresses a joint effort between the local school districts and 
the Georgia State Department of Education to provide for quality education and quality 
facilities. The positive, joint-effort has contributed to the success of this program. 

Funding for School Building Maintenance 

Georgia has two funding programs for school facilities: (1 ) a general fund for program operation, 
and (2) a capital outlay funding program. Maintenance and operations are funded through one 
category of the general fund. The general fund is dispersed in a fixed amount per child. Child 
count is taken on a weighted basis, which factors in community wealth, educational programs, 
and special needs. The use of funds for maintenance, however, is left entirely up to the local 
school district. The State has identified the need for greater control over maintenance fund usage 
and has recently instituted a biennial maintenance review, required maintenance plans. A non- 
compliance rating requires a corrective action plan for districts that do not maintain their 
buildings. 
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Capital Outlay 

The capital outlay program is structured around a five-year master facility plan, which is 
completed as a joint effort between the district and the State. A Comprehensive Facility Survey 
is made in conjunction with the local master facilities plan. Facility needs are assessed and 
identified during this survey. The survey team is composed of both State officials and local 
representatives. The five-year plan is then developed by the local district with a State regional 
official to list projects and prioritize them. A local architect is hired to give cost estimates for each 
project. 

The State Department of Education annually calculates the total State facility need based on the 
aggregate of the local five-year plans. The total State need is determined by the sum of the total 
annual debt service on bonds (adjusted downward based on local shares) and the total improve- 
ment needs recommended in the most recent facility plans. Each year the local school districts 
earn a pro-rata share of funding in relation to the total State need. This is the district's annual 
"entitlement." As written in the Quality Basic Education Act, the Legislature annually has the 
choice of appropriating $40 million, $60 million, $80 million, $100 million or of making no 
appropriation for this purpose. The State holds entitlement funds until districts apply to use 
their designated share. 

Depending on the size of the district, the annual entitlement may or may not be enough to 
complete a project. Smaller districts generally wait several years for their annual entitlements 
to accrue before they can complete a State-funded project. When a district has accrued enough 
entitlements, it can apply to the State to release those funds. Entitlement funds can only be used 
for the top item on the district's priority list as determined in the Master Facility Plan. 

All State-funded projects require a local matching share. The ratio of local share to State share 
is adjusted through an equalization formula. The local matching share varies from 10 percent 
to 25 percent of the project cost. Incentives for consolidations (combining of two schools within 
a district) and mergers (the regionalization of districts) can reduce the required local share by 
half. 

All t>ew schools and building renovations must have a projected life of at least 20 years. The 
renovation cost can not exceed the replacement cost of the building. The architect must assure 
projected life "equivalence" to a new project. 

The program also provides an incentive for locally-funded, self-initiated projects. Once a district 
completes all of its priority items from the Master Facility Plan, the district can apply to use its 
annual entitlement to repay principal on local bonds for completed State approved projects. 
Over the ten years the program has been in effect, there has been a dramatic increase in locally- 
funded projects due to this incentive. 

Relevance to New Jersey 

Aspects of the Georgia model may serve as a valuable precedent for New Jersey. The model 
demonstrates improved State control of funding allocation through an organizational structure 
similar to New Jersey's. Georgia, like New Jersey, has a strong tradition of local control. 
Georgia's program design succeeded in maintaining a sense of local control waile enacting an 
aggressive State program to improve both educational programs and facilities. Politically, the 
program was very daring, with many political casualties and court appeals. However, according 
to the State administrators, the end has justified the means and a strong positive bond has 
developed between the local school districts and the State Department of Education. In terms 
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of school maintenance, legislation has been passed to address maintenance issues as described 
above, but the programs enacted are just being implemented. It is too early to tell whether the 
State maintenance programs will prove to be a valuable model. 



Maryland 

The State of Maryland Public School Construction Program monitors renovation, addition, and 
new construction. The State allocates funds for construction, renovation, furnishing, and 
contingency (approximately $80.5 million in 1989). The State-funded allocation for construction 
is determined using the maximum gross per pupil area allowance as set by the Interagency 
Committee on Public School Construction. To put the following activities in perspective, the 
State of Maryland has approximately 1200 schools or slightly more than half the number of 
schools in New Jersey, which suggests that the active role of the State facilities office may be more 
manageable. 

Maintenance Funding 

The State funds large maintenance projects while minor maintenance and repairs are a local 
responsibility. Currently, approximately $5 million is appropriated in the State budget for major 
maintenance projects or systemic renovation. Systemic renovation includes projects greater 
than $100,000 that repair or replace a major system of a properly maintained facility extending 
the useful life of that facility or a component of that facility for a maximum of fifteen years. 
Categories include structural, mechanical, plumbing, electrical, fire safety, and conveying 
systems. The State subsidies range from 50 to 85 percent, based on the age of the building. A 
comprehensive maintenance plan must be submitted annually with systemic renovation or 
capital improvement requests. 

A five-year Master Plan is submitted by each district with annual updating of inventory, plans, 
and educational programs. The Master Plan is reviewed by the State and discussed with the local 
district. Only projects listed in the Master Plan are eligible for state funding. In addition to tltis 
direct state contact with the local school district's planning process, Maryland offers additional 
technical assistance to local school districts through regional facility planners (county-wide) and 
provides extensive reference handbooks for new construction. 

State Survey of School Buildings 

One* hundred schools are visited each year. As a requirement of the Public School Construction 
Program, schools must allow the State Department of General Services to inspect. Site visits are 
prioritized as follows: (1) schools receiving State facility funding; (2)schools with a poor rating 
(automatic revisit); and (3) balancing visits across all school districts, as well as among elemen- 
tary, middle, and high schools. Schools that have never been visited are a priority. 

The program has been in effect for ten years, during which approximately 70 percent of the 1200 
schools have been visited. Districts are not given advance notice of inspection. This has 
apparently kept districts alert to problems, increasing the level of maintenance state-wide. 

Relevance to New Jersey 

Maryland has many of the same mechanisms as New Jersey to address school facilities including 
a long term master facility plan. However, the Maryland program has several additional aspects 
which are relevant to school building maintenance. The master plan is applied both as a technical 
assistance device and as a monitoring device for state funding. State level concern for the 
maintenance of local school buildings is evident through available funding, state inspections and 
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requirement of a comprehensive maintenance plan. These mechanisms work together as a 
system of checks. 

The Maryland program significantly differs from the New Jersey system in regard to the 
coordination of efforts and technical assistance. The Maryland program is oriented toward 
technical assistance both through monitoring devices and resources such as handbooks. 



Massachusetts 

The primary function of the Massachusetts State Facility Office is plan review of State-funded 
new construction and renovation projects. A five-year plan is required for school districts 
requesting State support for new construction or substantial renovation. The five-year plan 
documents energy and management plans, age, siting, description, and number of rooms. A 
review of new construction for State funding must include a twenty-year maintenance plan for 
the proposed building. All State-funded buildings are to be built with a fifty-year life. Non- 
compliance with adequate maintenance leads to inspection by the State Facility Office. The State 
can withhold debt service subsidies from a district as a penalty for not maintaining state-funded 
school buildings. 

Relevance to New Jersey 

The Massachusetts program relates primarily to new construction and takes a minimal approach 
to school building maintenance. The required maintenance plan, the required fifty- year 
construction life of state funded new construction projects, and the ability to withhold debt 
service funding are similar in form to the California "lease purchase system" in which the state 
holds the title of the building for the duration of the debt service. The Massachusetts program 
appears to have insufficient staff to support review and technical assistance to local school 
districts to meet the requirements of a twenty-year maintenance plan or to monitor for non- 
compliance. Massachusetts is an important precedent for New Jersey from the perspective of the 
concept of "shared ownership". The Massachusetts example implies that schools are not only 
under the ownership of local school district, but that those school buildings which are state 
funded represent a state investment and must be protected through adequate maintenance. 



New York 

New York State provides funds for capital projects. These are new construction or renovation 
projects greater than $10,000. State funding to local school districts is based on a wealth formula 
with almost 100 percent aid to poorest districts and none to the wealthiest districts. The average 
is 48 percent State funding. 

Maintenance 

There are no State funds available for minor repairs or maintenance, either deferred or 
ongoing. These are considered a local responsibility. New York City alone has a deferred 
maintenance backlog of as much as $500 million. 

Facility plans are submitted locally and updated annually. Facility plans must be submitted to 
the State with capital project submittals. The State reviews plans for minimum standards, but 
compliance is voluntary unless State aid is involved. In such a case, if a school district does not 
comply with minimum standards, then State aid can be held back. In practice, this has never been 
necessary. 
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Inventory 

During the pas t eight years, the State Education Department has developed a database inventory 
of all school buildings. All fire inspection reports are documented on computer. These 
inspections are done at the local level. Inspectors are trained and registered by the State Fire 
Administrator. The inspection encompasses: conformance to fire-safety regulations as per State 
guidelines, energy concerns, water supply, hydrants, underground tanks, and biographical 
data, e.g., age of buildings, number and ages of additions, sizes of rooms, grades, and numbers 
of students. 

The State anticipates development of a State visitation team to verify local reports, as well as to 
document construction materials and present conditions. 

Relevance to New Jersey 

New York also takes a more minimal approach as compared to the examples of Maryland, 
California and Florida. The creation of a database system to inventory all schools in the state is 
an important difference as compared to New Jersey. This data base offers a reference for both 
changes in public policy and ongoing monitoring of state- wide need. 



Rhode Island 

Rhode Island has developed educational facility standards in addition to State building codes. 
Every five years, all schools are visited and reviewed for compliance. As part of the review, 
schools must provide a maintenance plan. Schools must respond to the findings of the review 
and provide a plan to bring schools to compliance. State funding may be curtailed as a penalty 
for non-complian :e. Interim on-site building inspections are conducted by the State every two 
years. 
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V. New Jersey School Facility Program 



Introduction 

The following is a review of programs and procedures within the New Jersey State Department 
of Education that affect and relate to the maintenance of school facilities. The study reviewed 
the system of compliance requirements, planning mechanisms, and budgeting process to 
identify the key issues that affect the ability of local school districts to maintain their public 
school buildings. This report presents findings leading to recommendations for possible 
improvement of the facilities program. 

The information for this section was gathered from interviews of State and local administrators. 
The interviews produced anecdotal information and did not allow for a statistical analysis as the 
survey was limited to 10 districts out of nearly 600, and 3 county offices of the New Jersey State 
Department of Education out of 21. The interviews conducted include ten local school district 
superintendents and /or facility managers; three county superintendents, and /or business 
administrators; and administrators from the Division of Finance, the Bureau of Facilities 
Planning Services and the Division of County and Regional Services of the New Jersey State 
Department of Education. Of the ten local districts, three are urban, four suburban, and three 
rural. The responses to specific questions during these interviews have been recorded in five 
matrixes titled: III-l Profiles; III-2 and III-3 Planning; IIM Monitoring; and III-5 Finance (In 
Addendum). 

The districts, counties, and state agencies interviewed for this study were carefully chosen in 
collaboration with the Commission on Business Efficiency of the Public Schools to represent a 
cross section of socio-economic groupings and district sizes. Although some of the information 
gathered may be specific to a particular school district, the majority of the comments represent 
typical conditions as they were confirmed repeatedly in the interviews. The study did not 
evaluate the magnitude of deferred maintenance or the condition of school buildings. 

The New Jersey public school facility program and related funding and monitoring mechanisms 
involve six important elements. While some of these elements work together, others do not. 
Chart 1: New Jersey State and Local Mechanisms depicts the relationship of these elements. 

Element 1: The local decision-making, management and budget process, 
including a long-term maintenance plan; 

Element 2: Countv technical assistance; 

Element 3: Five year monitoring by the Department of Education, 
Division of County and Regional Services; 
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Element 4: The Facility Master Plan; 



Element 5: Available funds from State and Local resources; 

Element 6: The State Department of Education's Bureau of Facilities 
Planning Services. 

(1) Local Decision Making, Management, and Budget Process 

Key Issues: 

• The building maintenance budget is often cut during the local budget process. 

• Planning documents are not always used as a basis for budget decisions. 

• Few criteria and little technical assistance for the development of the 
long term maintenance plans is given to the local education agencies. 

The local education agency (LEA) is primarily responsible through planning, budgeting, and 
management for the ongoing maintenance and improvement of the local school building stock. 
In Type II districts, residents vote on the school district's annual budget. According to those 
interviewed, the building maintenance portion of the budget is often one of the first to be cut 
through this local control process. Additionally, few school districts provide in their budgets 
contingency or emergency repair funds which are inevitable expenditures. 

The approval of a local school budget is often difficult. Many school districts interviewed 
indicated that their school budgets were often defeated. The State Department of Education 
indicated that approximately 48 percent of local district budgets were defeated last year. As a 
minimum school maintenance budget is not mandated by the State, any funds budgeted by an 
LEA for maintenance may be transfered to any other purpose allowed by State law. 

The local school district's process of identifying and prioritizing school maintenance or capital 
improvement projects may involve a combination of the following planning and reporting 
mechanisms: the five-year monitoring report, the Facility Master Plan, or the long-term mainte- 
nance plan. Unfortunately, during the budget process, these documents are not necessarily the 
source for decision making. 

The Quality Education Act and Local School Facility Budgets 

The Quality Education Act, passed July, 1990, begins to suggest that minimum funds should be 
expended on school facilities although no strict requirements were passed for local education 
agencies. The new foundation formula for State funding in the Quality Education Act is based 
onanallocationof $110per child for school facilities. The State foundation aid percentage of this 
$110 per child allocation is intended for capital outlay revenue. This method of allocating State 
funds represents an intention regarding the expenditure of funds to meet the foundation of a 
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"thorough and efficient" education. Under this formula, the funds need not be expended as 
indicated by the formula. Based on current discussion with the State Department of Education, 
a review of the local school budget to assure that $110 per child is expended on school facilities 
may not be required. 

Maintenance Plan 

The long-term maintenance plan is a document required by the State Department of Education 
in the monitoring process. The monitoring code requires that the maintenance pian address five 
building systems: mechanical, plumbing, electrical, structural, and grounds. However, the 
maintenance plan requirement is not specified in form and does not include criteria or recom- 
mend time frames to address the five major systems. Although monitoring refers to the building 
code in regard to the five systems, the building code is rather limited in scope and exists mainly 
as a standard for health and safety. It does not set guidelines or indicate methods to set 
appropriate priorities for maintenance or capital improvement projects. 

Local school districts' maintenance plans observed through this study vary greatly in form and 
use. Some districts have maintenance plans that are effective working tools, include ordering 
categories by priority, and are coupled with annual maintenance inspections. A few districts 
indicated that while they had a plan, it was not followed due to lack of funding and /or the need 
for emergency repairs. Some maintenance plans were not connected to costs, or costs were not 
totalled or subtotaled. Very few maintenance plans appeared to use a database system for 
updating and referral on an ongoing, dynamic basis. 

(2) County Technical Assistance 

Key Issue: 

• County technical assistance is helpful but often not sufficient to meet 
LEA needs. 

The County Office of Education: (1) offers technical assistance to local school districts; (2) 
conducts Level I monitoring; (3) reviews substandard spaces; and (4) reviews the Facility Master 
Plan. Technical assistance from the county office was generally considered helpful when 
available. Local and county representatives indicated that they believed that the county offices 
were understaffed and unable to completely address local needs for technical assistance in 
regard to facilities. Many local districts indicated that the pre-monitoring visits from the county 
were highly useful. Some districts indicated that they often requested the participation of their 
county office particularly in issues of new construction, maintenance, funding, and other agency 
regulations. Overall, there is insufficient technical assistance available to the local education 
agencies. 
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(3) Monitoring 



Key Issues: 

• Pre-monitoring provides helpful technical assistance. 

• Monitoring of facilities is generally code-related and does not specifically 
address building maintenance and repair. 

• Monitoring generally does not review the long-term maintenance plan and 
the Facility Master Plan in content or against performance. 

• An uneven facilities budgeting cycle is created as a result of monitoring. 

Five-year monitoring of the LE As is conducted through the County Office of Education by the 
county school business administrator under the direction of the Division of County and Regional 
Services within the State Department of Education. The monitoring process is based on 10 
elements with 43 indicators. Facilities is one of the ten elements. The monitoring rates the school 
districts on three levels: 

Level I: Standard, certified school district; 

Level II: Fail Level I, Local Improvement Plan designed by local group; 
Level III: Substandard, Corrective Action Plan, Comprehensive Compliance 
Investigation required. 

A Level II or a Level III school district must respond to the findings of monitoring with a Local 
Improvement Plan or a Corrective Action Plan respectively to bring the facilities into compli- 
ance. At Level III, the school district is very closely monitored. Level III also stimulates a full 
review of each building within the local district by the Division of County and Regional Services, 
the Bureau of Facilities Planning Services and others. If the district does not correct the 
conditions in Level III within the given grace period, the State has the option to "take over" the 
management of the school district. Prior to a full State "takeover", the district undergoes a 
Comprehensive Compliance Investigation. This is a complete and thorough investigation of the 
LEA conducted by the State Department of Education. According to the Division of County and 
Regional Services, this investigation may take several years to complete. 

The Level III monitoring process lists items that must be addressed by the LEA to meet 
compliance. While there are priorities, these items may be delayed (according to one school 
district in Level III) by requesting a one-year exemption to the mandate due to lack of funding. 
The lack of funding issue in this case is applied not only to discretionary items but to items that 
threaten the safety of the occupants. While the Local Improvement Plan and the Corrective 
Action Plan are monitored, the school district may not be able to achieve its goals for a variety 
of reasons and therefore will remain in non-compliance. 
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Pre-Monitoring 

During the year prior to the actual monitoring procedure, a pre-monitoring review is offered by 
the State to the local school district The pre-monitoring review affords the local school district 
the opportunity to take corrective action prior to monitoring. Many school districts interviewed 
indicated that the pre-monitoring process was generally quite helpful to the local school district. 
In regard to maintenance/ comments from pre-monitoring indicate work to be done by the school 
district to bring buildings into compliance. As described by the county personnel, these 
comments are specifically code related and not directed toward the actual maintenance or need 
for improvements of the building. 

Relationship to Facility Planning and Management Devices 

Section 5 of the State Monitoring Code requires that school facilities be reviewed under four 
categories (See Chart 2) as follows: 

5.2 Long term maintenance plan is completed - checked against the previous year's 
annual budget. 

5.2 Health and Life safety inspection. 

a. Required approval of annual inspections by fire, safety, health, OSHA and 
asbestos. 

5.3 Substandard spaces have been approved or listed in the annual substandard 
space report. 

5.4 Facility Master Plan (FMP) has been completed. 

While these categories for review appear comprehensive, the planning documents [the mainte- 
nance plan (5.1) and the FMP (5.4)] appear to be reviewed only minimally during monitoring. 
Some county superintendents or business officials interviewed indicated that they did not 
review the FMP. These plans are generally not compared with actual performance according to 
interviews conducted for this study. 

Although the long-term or five-year maintenance plan is required, its form is not specified by 
the compliance office. Currently, the maintenance plan is broadly defined by the State Depart- 
ment of Education's monitoring code to include the five building systems mentioned under 
Element 1 . A sample maintenance plan has recently been developed by a consortium of county 
school superintendents and school business officials which may offer LEAs some technical 
assistance in developing these plans. The monitoring process checks the maintenance plan 
against the previous year' s expenditures. This check reveals whether funds have been budgeted 
and expended to complete the tasks described and scheduled in the maintenance plan. 

Similar to the maintenance plan, monitoring reviews the FMP to assure that the plan is complete 
but does not check to see if the plan is appropriate or has been applied through budget or action. 
The FMP is not reviewed for accuracy with existing conditions except occasionally on a 
voluntary basis by the county office. The review of the FMP may be more detailed if the school 
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district is reviewed at Level III. Only one school district interviewed for this study currently at 
Level III indicated that the goals in the FMP are considered mandatory by the county. No other 
school district indicated that monitoring required adherence with the FMP, nor is this a State 
requirement. The Division of County and Regional Services indicated that the FMP is checked 
to assure that necessary facility issues are being addressed in the plan. For example, if the local 
school district is currently in split session, the FMP would be checked to see if a new school is 
planned to address the problem. 

Facility Spending Cycle and Monitoring 

While the monitoring process may not review building maintenance in detail, it does generate 
activity around school maintenance. In many districts an uneven spending cycle is created in 
relationship to the five-year monitoring process. Buildings are often allowed to deteriorate 
and/or little funds are allocated to the school building for repair and improvement during the 
years following a successful pass in monitoring. One or two years prior to monitoring, the local 
school district may begin to make plans for repairs in preparation for monitoring. After pre- 
monitoring, the local school districts generally increase the facility budget to take into account 
items identified to bring the facilities into compliance. This budgetary cycle was indicated by 
several superintendents and business managers during this study. This uneven spending cycle 
may be less a lack of planning and more related to the ability of facility managers and 
superintendents to negotiate maintenance expenditures during the local school board's annual 
budget process. This approach to maintaining the life of the building creates a lopsided effort 
and suggests that the maintenance cost will be greater as annual maintenance requirements are 
deferred. 

(4) The Five-Year Facility Master Plan (FMP) 

Key Issues 

• There is a need for a correlation between funding and the FMP. 

• The FMP is viewed as a useful planning tool by most local school districts. 

• A minimal review of the content of the FMP is undertaken at the county or 
State level. 

• Little or no feedback or technical assistance on the FMP is given by the 
county superintendent or the Bureau of Facilities Planning Services. 

• The FMP is not monitored against the LEA's performance. 

• The FMP is not necessarily an accurate facility needs assessment tool and is 
not validated by building inventory. 

• The FMP is not being used as a dynamic planning tool. It is generally not 
updated annually. 
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• Little accountability exists as to the projected needs, expenditures and new 
construction other than at the local level. 

The State requires all school districts to submit the FMP to the county superintendent and in turn, 
the Bureau of Facilities Planning Services. The FMP is submitted on the same five-year cycle for 
all school districts (1985, 1990, 1995, etc). Monitoring of the LEAs is also conducted at five-year 
intervals but not in synch with the five-year FMP. 

The FMP projects enrollment figures and assesses the district's ability to house the projected 
student enrollment. The document also projects and reports facility needs for capital improve- 
ment and new construction, not maintenance. The FMP includes an estimate of the cost of 
improvements and/or new construction projects. The school districts set priorities for the 
capital improvement needs as "immediate" or within "next five years." However, the FMP is not 
developed in conjunction with a school building inventory to verify information in the plan. As 
deferred maintenance is not included (other than capital improvements), the FMP is not a 
complete and accurate facility-needs assessment tool. In addition to the omission of deferred 
maintenance needs in the FMP, most district representatives indicated that the FMP and the long 
range maintenance plan are not developed or used in conjunction with each other. 

Although the FMP is required in the monitoring process, the county's review of the plan upon 
submittal is minimal. The plan is checked at the county level to assure that the plan is complete 
as required. Most districts indicated that they did not receive comments from the county or the 
State regarding the content of the FMP. 

Use of the Facility Master Plan at the Local Level 

The FMP is currently used primarily as a local planning device. The State-required process of 
developing the FMP and the school board's subsequent approval of the FMP, implies that the 
local school district will confront the future cost and enrollment projections and use the plan on 
an ongoing basis. This is not always the case. 

The FMP is often developed with consultants and not by the staff of the local school district. This 
is due in part to the perceived complexity of the FMP and the time required to develop the FMP. 
Several county superintendents and business managers raised concerns that the FMP is no more 
than a "paper process," as it is not being developed by the local school district. However, the 
majority of the local school districts indicated that the document is a useful planning device. The 
FMP offers important documentation for the LEAs* budget review processes. Most LEA 
representatives indicated that they use the FMP to justify facility expenditures to the local board. 

Nearly all districts indicated the cost estimating in the FMP was only approximate and not very 
reliable. Many school districts indicated that while the FMP was useful, funds were not always 
available to carry out the goals of the plan. As a result, the FMP is often not followed. If the FMP 
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is not based on the reality of available funding, it becomes a paper process. Only a few school 
districts interviewed indicated that the FMP is updated annually. 

Use of the Facility Master Plan at the State Level 

The Bureau of Facilities Planning Services does not review the content of the FMP. Although the 
information from the plans has not been used for public policy planning in a continuing way, the 
Bureau of Facilities Planning Services is in the process of creating a database to allow for analysis 
of the information. 

The format of the FMP from district to district varies greatly. The requirements from the State 
Department of Education for the next master plan are revised with each five-year period. While 
some standardized forms exist and the information to be included is mandated, the format of the 
plan is a local decision. This open format may be useful to the local school district, but it may 
present a difficulty to the county or State in assessing or commenting on the information or using 
the aggregate information as data for public policy. 

The FMP must be updated and submitted with proposed new construction plans to the Bureau 
o f Facilities Planning Services with plan approval. The general sense from this study is that these 
plans are not updated and that the FMP is not being used to assess new construction proposals 
at the State level. 



(5) Available Funds from State and Local Resources 

Note: This study reviewed funding from a perspective of the current system. As this 
system is in a state of change, the funding section is not developed in full detail. 

Key Issues: 

• State funds for debt service are not considered by the State as a long-term 
investment. 

• There are no requirements for minimum maintenance funds in local budgets. 

• There is no State annual review of school budgets against the FMP, the 
long-term maintenance plan, or the monitoring recommendations, other 
than during the monitoring process. 

There are no state funds allocated for school building maintenance and the State does not 
mandate local expenditures specifically for school building maintenance or improvements. 
Capital improvement funds are only available from the State for the equalization districts. For 
all districts, partial reimbursement for debt service to bonds is available. From interviews 
conducted for this study, it appears that, historically, the State has not viewed its contribution 
to the debt service as an investment in property that must be protected on an ongoing basis. 
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Generally, maintenance funds for buildings are grouped with operating funds . While the county 
and the State currently approve the local school budgets annually, they do not check the budgets 
against the maintenance plan or the FMP to assure that the funds are being expended in 
accordance with either plan. County superintendents and school business administrators 
clearly indicated that maintenance planning and budgeting was a matter of local decision 
making and policy. Only during the monitoring process is the budget checked to assure that 
funds designated in the school budgets for school maintenance were expended in the way 
described and that the work was done. Those interviewed at the county level indicated that the 
maintenance budget was not always checked during monitoring. Without adequate funding or 
the allocation of available funds, planning procedures become a "paper process" which is not 
connected to fiscal or political reality. 

A major issue for school maintenance is the State aid reimbursement system. As this is currently 
being addressed with the new State aid formula, this will not be discussed at length. The State 
aid reimbursement system affects the ability to plan and to meet the needs of increased 
expenditure. Not knowing the amount of State funding that the school district would receive for 
the current spending year created obvious planning problems, particularly for the "discretion- 
ary" fund in the maintenance budget. Budgeting for growth in expenses in school building 
maintenance is limited by the reimbursement system as the school district must carry the 
additional expense without State aid for one year. 

The Quality Education Act and the new State funding policy correct the delayed funding 
problem by making funds available for the current year rather than as a reimbursement. This will 
also be the case for debt service aid. This change in policy should significantly improve the 
ability of local school districts to plan and follow plans. 

While new buildings are approved for compliance with State requirements, they are not 
approved based on the cost of ownership (ongoing maintenance). Currently, no future funds 
must be set aside for new or renovated buildings. 

(6) Bureau of Facilities Planning Services, State Department of 
Education 

Key Issues: 

• The Bureau of Facilities Planning Services has a minor role in assuring that 
school maintenance is performed* 

• Slow plan review has delayed capital improvements. 

• The State has no minimum construction cost threshold over which projects 
arc required to be reviewed by the State. All construction or change of use 
plans , no matter how minor, are reviewed by the State. 
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• The State does not make ongoing inspections to assure that new 
construction is adequately maintained. 

The Bureau of Facilities Planning Services presently has a minor role in assuring that school 
buildings are maintained throughout the State. The primary focus of the Bureau of Facilities 
Planning Services is the review and approval of proposed buildings and the review of capital 
improvement projects. The State also receives substandard space reports and certifies their use 
as requested by the local school districts. The State receives the FMPs and participates in Level 
III reviews and other facility monitoring reviews on the request of the Division of County and 
Regional Services in the State Department of Education. 

Plan Review 

All school districts interviewed indicated that the delay in plan review was a serious issue. As 
this report is specifically about maintenance and capital improvement, the discussion of plan 
review is only in relationship to those issues. School building plan review in New Jersey, unlike 
some other states such as Florida, does not require a projection of future maintenance costs, nor 
is a maintenance plan required for a new building. Low maintenance construction materials are 
not specifically required. Following new construction, there is no post-occupancy evaluation at 
two- or five-year intervals to assure that the new building is being adequately maintained. 
Whereas, in Massachusetts, the State payment of debt service can be held back if newly 
constructed buildings are not adequately maintained. 

There is no minimum value of construction that stimulates plan review unlike in Florida, where 
the minimum is a $200,000 cost of construction. As a result, smaller capital improvement projects 
that involve a "change in use" require the full plan review process. School districts indicated 
that the plan review process causes lengthy delays in small projects resulting in increases in the 
cost of the project and increases in the management time required to complete the project. 

An update of the FMP is required by the Bureau of Facilities Planning Services with plan review. 
The Bureau of Facilities Planning Services does not monitor requests for approval of new 
construction against the FMP. In general, there is no State level review or mandate to assure that 
proposed new construction meets the stated need and goals for the district. 

Staffing 

Many of the local school districts indicated that they believe the Bureau of Facilities Planning 
Services is understaffed. This comment requires further research and evaluation. The Director 
of the Bureau of Facilities Planning Services indicated that while the office normally offers 
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annual technical assistance workshops on plan review, these have been delayed in part due to 
understaffing and growing demands on the office. 

Recommendations From Local School District Interviews 

The following summarizes interview responses from local school districts regarding possible 
improvements to the current New Jersey facility program or other modifications that would aid 
local school districts in maintaining their school buildings: 

Local School Budget Approval 

Almost all districts interviewed expressed some frustration with the school budget voting 
process. Many recommended that the school budget voting process be eliminated or only 
budgets over a certain amount go to a local vote. Others suggested that the entire municipal 
budget should be voted on as a whole to make the local budget approval process fair and 
balanced with the total municipal budget. 

Maintenance Funding 

Only a few districts commented on possible funding mechanisms for school building mainte- 
nance that the State could consider employing. One county official suggested low interest 
revolving loans for specific maintenance projects would be one solution. 

County Technical Assistance and Other Facility-Related Services 
Those interviewed indicated that the county offices are helpful and that county services could 
be extended. These suggestions ranged from increasing personnel to moving more services to 
the county offices. One district recommended that county and district facility managers should 
be trained and certified. 

State's Role in School Building Maintenence 

Several districts expressed the desire for less State action. One district expressed the need for 
more regulations to improve the usefulness of the maintenance plans. Two of the county offices 
and some of the local districts expressed the need for more State control, with maintenance plans 
reviewed annually, and closer links between the maintenance plans and annual budgets. 

State Monitoring Process 

While most of the districts observed that the monitoring process was generally fair and helpful, 
two districts noted that the process of substandard space classification needed to be re- 
examined. 

Agency Regulations 

Many districts recommended that assistance be given to help local school districts address 
increased regulations from other State and Federal agencies. It was almost unanimously 
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advocated that new environmental regulations should be supported with funding. Asbestos 
abatement and underground tank removal are the two mandates that have caused major facility 
budget and planning dilemmas. A need was expressed for more inter-agency communication, 
State interpretation of guidelines, and policy streamlining. 

Regionalization 

A majority of the district representatives interviewed indicated that incentives to regionalize 
school districts would reduce school facility needs. Several identified the existence of a 
disincentive for regionalization in the State's policies. Some interviewees indicated that only a 
State mandate for regionalization would accomplish the task. The requirement of K-12 districts, 
as is done in Pennsylvania, was recommended as a good model. At least one urban district felt 
that it would benefit from regionalization. 

Study Findings on New Jersey School Facility Programs 

Ten general study findings on NJ school facility programs are based on the research conducted, 
observations made by Architecture and Building Science, and interviews with school district 
representatives and State Department of Education administrators. 

Finding #1: School building maintenance ^ often deferred. There is a large 
deferred maintenance backlog it: many school districts and often 
maintenance priorities are uncleai . 

Insufficient funds available or inadequate planning has deferred many necessary corrective 
maintenance projects. Many districts have accrued large maintenance backlogs that they do not 
currently have the ability to diminish. Due to the large backlog and competition for limited 
funds, priorities are difficult to establish and "emergency" repairs become the only category of 
maintenance addressed in a timely way. 

Finding #2; Many local school districts are not equipped for building 
emergencies through appropriate budgeting, planning , or 
management • 

Few of the school districts interviewed maintained adequate contingency budgets or surplus 
funds for emergencies. However, emergency situations frequently occur, and funds to meet the 
immediate need are drained from operation and maintenance budgets. As a result, planned 
building maintenance projects must be deferred due to a lack of funding. 

Finding #3: The State does not require systemic evaluation of a local school 
district's need for building maintenance and repair. 

The maintenance plan, monitoring, or the FMP do not provide an assessment of the local school 
district's maintenance needs. The FMP addresses improvement and new construction needs 
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only. The State does not currently require a systemic school building inventory. In many cases, 
the local building stock is not inventoried on a regular basis or assessed as to the condition of its 
systems. Few or no guidelines or technical assistance mechanisms currently exist to assist the 
districts in evaluating maintenance needs. 

Finding #4: The State has not developed effective criteria for school 
maintenance and capital improvements* 

The existing State criteria for school building maintenance and capital improvements are not 
used effectively by the local school districts. There are large variations in the use of both the 
maintenance plan and the FMP. The criteria for developing these plans are often vague. The 
maintenance plan model as developed by the consortium of county facility directors is a step in 
the right direction, but the use of the model remains optional. 

Finding #5: There is little review of mandatory planning documents at the State 
or county level. 

There is currently little review by county and State officials of either the maintenance plans or 
the FMPs. During monitoring, both are checked, but only to see if they exist. The monitors in 
the county offices are not empowered to make any qualitative judgments on either plan. The 
previous annual budget is checked against the maintenance plan, but this carries very little 
weight in monitoring rating. 

Finding #6: There is no coordination among the major school facilities control 
mechanisms that are mandated by the State Department of 
Education. 

There is no coordination or direct relationship among the various State control and planning 
mechanisms. These include the long-term maintenance plan, the FMP, the monitoring process, 
and the local budgeting process. None of the planning mechanisms are related to State facilities 
funding. This lack of clear relationships limits the value of these mechanisms. 

Finding # 7: State funding is not connected to the enforcement of priorities, 
criteria, or State goals. 

State funding to local school districts for operating funds, capital improvements, and debt 
service reimbursement is not connected to the setting of priorities for expenditure of State funds, 
the local district's FMP, or minimum maintenance requirements. 

Finding #8: Funds in the local budget for school maintenance are frequently 
considered discretionary and the allocation of those funds is not 
always connected to need. 

Local facilities funding is at the discretion of the local school board. There is no State protection 
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of critical maintenance funds. In many cases, operations and maintenance funds are seen as 
somewhat discretionary by local school boards. Funding for capital projects is allocated based 
on the ability to gain the approval of the school board or the district voters and does not always 
reflect capital improvement needs. 

Finding #9: Funding and local budget allocations are often insufficient 

Districts surveyed and the counties interviewed indicated that there is insufficient funding for 
maintenance and corrective improvements in local funding allocations. A number of the 
districts interviewed are currently passing bond issues for deferred maintenance and capital 
improvements. This is one indicator that local operating budgets have been insufficient or that 
funds have not been allocated to meet growing needs. Further study and analysis is required to 
fully describe the unmet need; estimated from the 1985 Facility Master Plan at $600 million. This 
is not a complete picture of the need (see Finding #3). 

Finding #10: Technical assistance to local school districts could be much greater. 

While most of the districts interviewed often go to the county offices for technical assistance, a 
common complaint from local superintendents is that the county offices appear to be under- 
staffed or are unable to provide certain types of advice; e. g., maintenance planning and facilities 
management. The Bureau of Facilities Planning Services offers some technical assistance. 
However, this generally pertains to new construction and the plan review process. Agency 
regulations and lease purchase contracts are areas in need of more technical assistance and 
training. 
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VI. Approaches To The Maintenance Of New Jersey 
Public Schools 



Four alternatives to the existing State school facility programs are recommended to improve the 
maintenance of public school buildings in the State of New Jersey. 

Approach 1: Strengthen the current New Jersey school facilities programs 
by coordinating key activities, making a better use of existing 
mechanisms, and increasing technical assistance. 

Approach 2: Develop state initiatives to protect local school maintenance 
budgets. 

Approach 3: Attach stronger maintenance requirements to state funding 
and to approvals for new school building construction. 

Approach 4: Address deferred maintenance through "steady-state" funding 
and budgeting. 



These recommendations are based on the precedents set by other State systems and by identify- 
ing key findings about the New Jersey school facility system as presented in the previous section. 
These alternatives may be utilized alone or in combination with one another. Each approach 
requires further research and development to implement. The approaches have been developed 
to encourage a creative and positive effort to take place at the local level, while assuring that State 
funds are protected and that public education facilities are properly maintained. 

A balance between adequate funding and efficient management must be reached. The large task 
of providing adequate public school facilities and approaching the difficult backlog of deferred 
building maintenance in the State of New Jersey requires more than funding. Effective 
management, monitoring, technical assistance, planning, and standards are essential to assure 
that designated facility funds are used efficiently and appropriately. 

Assessment of Need 

The first step to address New Jersey school building maintenance should be an evaluation of the 
current need based on a sampling, or a comprehensive inventory and inspection of school 
buildings. This study was not designed to evaluate this need. Theassessment of the current need 
and projections for future need and the identification of the areas where the need is greatest is 
a critical step to understanding the magnitude of the problem. This inventory or assessment of 
need could be conducted in coordination with information from the Facility Master Plan and the 
monitoring process. 



Funding Requirements 

The four recommended approaches range from strengthening the existing system to developing 
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a state funding program which will address school maintenance in New Jersey over a long term. 
Within each of these approaches there are recommended steps which would cost little or no 
additional funding and steps which would require additional state funding. Some of the 
recommendations suggest existing state funding or aid be designated for expenditure by the 
local school districts for school maintenance. It should be clear that this recommendation is not 
an increase in funding, but rather a form of monitoring that allocated state funds are specified 
to adequately maintain school buildings. Where technical assistance is recommended, this 
change may require additional staff within the New Jersey Department of Education or a 
reorientation of existing staff activities. 

At the time this study was conducted, new relevant legislation was being introduced and was 
passed by the State Legislature as the Quality Education Act in July, 1990. In part, the act 
overlaps with some of these recommendations. 



Approach 1: Strengthen the current New Jersey school facilities 
programs. 

The New Jersey facilities system is similar to other State facility programs such as Georgia, 
Florida, and Maryland, in that many of the same mechanisms are used. The difference between 
the New Jersey approach and the other states is the lack of coordination between and among the 
mechanisms to form a comprehensive system. With moderate changes, these mechanisms could 
be strengthened and become instrumental in encouraging appropriate levels of school mainte- 
nance. From the findings of this study, it would appear that New Jersey's existing facility 
planning, monitoring, and budgeting mechanisms do not directly address school maintenance. 

Strengthening and coordinating the existing system would increase the State's capacity to 
enforce its goals of adequately maintaining and protecting school buildings. The focus of 
strengthening the current New Jersey system should be: 

(A) To improve the use of existing mechanisms, increase coordination 
and better define the need for school maintenance (both deferred 
and current); 

(B) To strengthen the fiscal overview of maintenance budgets; 

(C) To increase State technical assistance and to reinforce good management 
at the local level; 

(D) To increase access to information for planning and policy making 
through the expanded use of database systems; 

(E) To develop incentives to encourage local school districts to address 
deferred maintenance; 
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(F) To review and research, from a facilities perspective, the cost/ benefit of 
appropriate maintenance budgets and the need for the regionalization of 
local school districts. 

(A) To improve the use of existing mechanisms, increase coordination and better 
define the need for school maintenance (both deferred and current); 

The Facilities Master Plan (FMP), a long-range maintenance plan, monitoring on a five-year 
cycle, and annual agency inspections are all required by the New Jersey State Department of 
Education for public school facilities. However, they are not adequately integrated, nor are they 
used to their maximum potential to improve the maintenance of school buildings. These 
mechanisms could be utilized better if a timely response were made to their submittal by the 
State and/or county. These documents should be used as a basis for technical assistance and 
recommendations. The mechanisms could work better together as a coordinated and comple- 
mentary system to address more directly the issue of school maintenance. The State could 
possibly gain more staff time to attend to these documents by instituting a minimum construc- 
tion cost threshold for plan review, such as done in Florida, where all projects under a $200,000 
construction cost do not require State plan review. 

In general, the State does not review the FMP for quality or content. Thus, the State does not 
critique facility management assumptions made by the LEA. Both LE As and county and State 
officials have confirmed this to be true. This "hands-of f " approach to the FMP document, which 
projects the goals and potential funding requirements of the local school district, is an indicator 
of the need for clearer definition of objectives for the document and its use. While the 
assumptions of the LEAs may be correct, technical review of the report at the county or State level 
may be able to identify alternatives that have not been considered by the LEA and may offer cost 
savings or other benefits. The Maryland program reviews all five-year plans in detail with the 
local school district. The Florida and Georgia programs use their Master Facility Plans as the 
basis for State-funded projects. The FMP, particularly given the significant time, cost, and effort 
devoted by the LEAs to developing the document, could be a far more useful tool. 

From information gathered in this study, the FMP appears to be predominantly a space-planning 
device. Cost estimating for capital improvements is considered to be very general and not 
realistic for budgeting purposes. The FMP is not coordinated with the long-range maintenance 
plan that is required by monitoring. The FMP refers only to new construction and capital 
improvement needs. There is no check on the accuracy of the FMP through a facility inventory 
device. By looking at the FMP, therefore, only part of the picture is presented. 

The FMP is not checked by the State against local school budgets or updated although updating 
is required with new construction. The FMP could be a far more dynamic device if used as an 
ongoing monitoring and technical assistance device to track a local school district's progress and 
identified need. 
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(8) To strengthen the fiscal overview of maintenance budgets; 



A State review of annual budgets could significantly reinforce school building maintenance by 
comparing the annual budget to the long-range maintenance plan, the FMP and monitoring 
recommendations, if any, for facilities. These documents could be the basis for the evaluation 
of annual budget. The annual budget thus becomes an indicator of the local school district's 
intention to meet its maintenance and capital improvement needs. 

(C) To increase State technical assistance and to reinforce good management at 
the local level; 

Increased State and county technical assistance would help to reinforce good management 
techniques at the local level and would set standards for approaching problems. In particular, 
needs assessment, planning, development of maintenance plans, and work order organization 
are all areas in which significant assistance could be given to the local school districts. Develop- 
ing an adequate maintenance plan that responds to needs involves long and short term planning. 
The wide range of maintenance plan types observed during this study is an indicator that there 
is a need for leadership and assistance in this area. The interviews taken in this study indicate 
that a majority of the districts use the county technical assistance, and many interviewees 
indicated that the county offices are understaffed. 

The development of handbooks and information guides for facility planning of public school 
buildings would extend the technical assistance capability of the State. Existing handbooks are 
out-of-date and do not relate to current State school facility regulations and procedures. 
Handbooks on new construction techniques and program development should include school 
maintenance criteria. A specific handbook on school maintenance would also be useful to LE As. 

(D) To increase access to information for planning and policy making 
through the expanded use of database systems; 

The various mechanisms, the FMP, the long-range maintenance plan, annual school budgets, 
annual agency inspections, and documents and reports from monitoring and pre-monitoring 
could be a useful database on the local, county and State level. An appropriate database design 
would assist local school districts in assessing their needs, goals, and achievements. The 
database would allow for a comparison of school districts as a measure of performance. The 
aggregate information could provide a valuable base for setting standards, policy decisions, and 
evaluation of need. A reasonably sophisticated database would create study models from which 
standards and policies could be developed. 
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(E) To develop incentives to encourage local school districts to address 
deferred maintenance; 

Deferred maintenance incurs significant cost for local school districts, particularly those that 
have allowed deterioration to occur unchecked for many years, such as those districts now in 
Level II or Level III of the monitoring process. A comprehensive local plan to address deferred 
maintenance could accompany the FMP and be specifically monitored by the State. The 
development of a local maintenance plan that includes a strategy to resolve accumulated facility 
problems could be rewarded by incentives such as additional funding. These incentives could 
be justified by a cost/benefit analysis comparing the "up-front" funding for maintenance with 
the replacement cost of a deteriorating building. 

(F) To review and research, from a facilities perspective, the cost/benefit of 
appropriate maintenance budgets and the need for the regionalization of 
local school districts. 

Few school districts interviewed indicated that they use cost/ benefit analyses to interpret policy 
or present arguments to the local school board regarding budget decisions. There appears to be 
a significant need to research cost /benefit indices and to develop useful analytical tools for both 
State and local policy decision making. The Building Research Board of the National Research 
Council's report, Committing to the Cost of Ownership: Maintenance and Repair of Public Buiidinp , 
indicated that there are few cost/benefit analyses available for review and that most are 
anecdotal. As New Jersey looks toward future planning and policy decisions for school facilities, 
it may be timely to develop standards for analysis of State investment in maintenance, renova- 
tion, and new school construction. 

Another key issue that requires further research is the apparent need for regionalizing small local 
school districts. This issue was raised both by county offices and local school districts. The 
ability to increase management expertise, take advantage of economies of scale, and utilize space 
better would be served by consolidation. In terms of school building maintenance, duplication 
of effort at a small scale would be reduced through regionalization. Many states have sponsored 
extensive regionalization efforts to improve facilities, for example, Georgia and Pennsylvania. 
This topic was not specific to the subject of this study and requires further investigation. 
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Approach 2: Develop state initiatives to protect local school 
maintenance budgets. 



School maintenance funds are frequently considered discretionary by local school boards. This 
was indicated in many of the interviews conducted by this study and is confirmed by the 
literature reviewed at the beginning of this report. (See The Building Research Board of the 
National Research Council's report, Committing to the Cost ofOwnershiv: Maintenance and Revair 
of Public Buildings) . The competition between necessary school requirements for limited oper- 
ating funds is both a management and a funding issue. When building maintenance is deferred, 
it can lead to far greater costs and may shorten the life of the building thereby threatening the 
State and local investment. As previously discussed, there is a common cycle in maintenance 
budgeting related to monitoring. A steady and assured budget that meets building maintenance 
needs could represent significant cost savings in the long run and assure an adequate educational 
environment in the short run. 

The State of New Jersey could take a stronger role in assuring that local school districts include 
adequate maintenance budgets to protect the life of the school building stock. By setting 
requirements for school maintenance budgets, the optional nature of the local process would be 
reduced. The following options could be implemented: 

(A) Require a minimum maintenance budget to be included in the annual 
local budget (such as is done in California and was done previously in 
Florida's "Maintenance of Effort" program). 

(B) Research the appropriate maintenance budget to be included in the local 
budget as a percentage of the cost of building replacement and/or other 
recommended formula for arriving at a minimum maintenance budget 
(may include factors such as age of school buildings). 

(C) Target state funds specifically for school building maintenance. 

(D) Develop a better description of maintenance need through an inventory 
process (possibly via an annual inspection, the FMP, or the monitoring 
process). 

As discussed in Section IV on New Jersey, the Quality Education Act of 1990 and the new 
foundation funding formula suggests that a minimum budget be maintained for school facilities. 
However, an annual school facilities expenditure is not required by this legislation. 
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Approach 3: Attach stronger maintenance requirements to state 
funding and to approvals for new school building 
construction. 



Assurance of ongoing building maintenance could become a component of plan approval for 
new school building construction for which State funds are invested. This could easily be 
achieved by including maintenance requirements as an aspect of approval of new construction, 
substantial renovation, and capital improvements. The following could be done to strengthen 
and protect the State's investment in local school facilities: 

(A) Require maintenance plans for proposed new construction with the 
optional use of a computerized analysis of the annual cost of 
maintenance based on materials, square footage, etc. 

(B) Research low maintenance construction materials to be incorporated in 
standards for new school buildings. Give incentives for innovative new 
construction with low maintenance cost. 

(C) Link State debt service reimbursements, capital improvement funds, and 
operating costs to State monitoring of local building maintenance; for 
example, a shared ownership approach similar to Massachusetts and 
California. 

(D) Make biennial post-occupancy reviews of new school buildings that are 
partially financed by the State to assure that the State's investment is 
protected through adequate maintenance. 

(E) Make available technical assistance to aid local school districts, 
particularly guide books and other reference material that can be used 
in a self-help and dynamic way. 

Approach 4: Address deferred maintenance through "steady-state" 
funding and budgeting. 

Deferred maintenance may have developed over as much as a fifteen-year time frame and cannot 
be solved in a year or two. Deferred building maintenance could be addressed with a long-term 
plan including incentives to LEAs. A long-term program with "steady-state funding" would 
become a commitment to address the problem. Public policy can then be set for a ten-year time 
frame, and local school districts can develop achievable plans. This approach is similar to the 
facilities program in Georgia in which the State asks local school districts to develop a long-term 
plan to bring all school buildings to a twenty-year life expectancy. This approach is also 
recommended by the Building Research Board Study, Committing to the Cost of Ownership . 

The basis of maintenance budget expenditures would be a combination of assessed deferred 
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maintenance need (accumulated deferred maintenance) plus the cost of current maintenance 
based on replacement value of the building stock. Once the overall State-wide need is assessed, 
an initial infusion of deferred maintenance funds ?vould be committed in the first year of the 
program. This infusion of funds could be used to reduce the outstanding deferred maintenance 
need by some target amount, for example / ten percent. Over a ten-year period, funds could be 
made available to continue to address the deferred maintenance at a "steady state" reduction of 
need. A long-term reduction of deferred maintenance would be set at an optimal goal, perhaps 
60 percent reduction over a ten-year time frame* It is important to note that a 100 percent 
reduction of deferred maintenance projects may not be economical or desirable. A certain level 
of deferred maintenance is acceptable to maximize the economic efficiency of maintenance 
programs. It would be a realistic goal to reduce deferred maintenance based on affordability and 
the long-term retirement of existing buildings. 

In addition to the deferred maintenance funding, a standard would need to be set for current 
maintenance. This standard would need to be researched. Two to four percent of the 
replacement value of a building is considered a minimum annual maintenance budget cost by 
the Building Research Board. The combination of the deferred maintenance funds and the 
current maintenance funds would generate the appropriate amount to be included in LEA 
budgets and funded by a combination of State incentive funds and local operating budget. 

This is the skeleton of an aggressive program that would need to be developed in detail. The 
strengths of the program are that it allows for both long-term planning by the LEA and a sense 
of ability to achieve the goals of that plan in partnership with the State in a realistic time frame. 
The program would provide incentives to LEAs to participate in improving and maintaining 
their existing buildings. 

A "steady-state" deferred maintenance funding program would : 

(A) Assess the cost of deferred maintenance in the state* 

(B) Evaluate the replacement cost of school buildings* 

(C) Arrive at a ten-year goal to reduce deferred maintenance throughout 
the state* 

(D) Make available state funds for deferred maintenance projects* 

(E) Require ten-year plans from LEAs specifically to address deferred 
maintenance* 

(F) Require minimum local school budgets for current maintenance 
expenditure and require a local current maintenance plan* 

(G) Monitor progress on deferred maintenance with site inspections 
correlated with local plans* 
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VII. Recommendations of the Commission on Business 
Efficiency of the Public Schools 



From the time this study was completed and accepted by the Commission on November 1 , 1990 until 
early April, 1991, the Work Program Steering Subcommittee of the Commission considered the 
approaches suggested in the report and developed recommendations for consideration by the full 
Commission. On May 6, 1991 , the Commission considered the suggestions of the Subcommittee and 
adopted the findings and the recommendations detailed below. 

While the Commission recognizes the need for increased expenditures to reduce a significant existing 
backlog of deferred maintenance and necessary school facility improvements, the current financial 
condition of the State does not permit full and immediate relief of this problem. The options 
suggested in the report on "steady-state" funding, while laudable, are not feasible given the current 
financial condition of the State. However, an effort at some level must begin or the price of meeting 
this challenge will rise even higher. For this reason, the Commission strongly advocates increased 
direct State support of facilities and recommends: 

Recommendation #1, the enactment of Senate Bill No. 2723 sponsored by Senator Feldman and 
Assembly Bill No. 3604 sponsored by Assemblymen Zangari and Salmon which provide $600 
million, to aid New Jersey school districts in constructing or renovating facilities, and 

Recommendation # 2, that the State restrict the use of the facilities component of the Quality 
Education Act to facilities uses only. At present, only the capital outlay portion is restricted to 
facilities use. The Commission proposes that the portion assigned to current expense be restricted to 
expenditures within facilities-related line items. Monies thus budgeted but not expended in one year 
should be carried forward and budgeted for such line items in the following year and added to the 
current expense portion generated in that year. The budgeted funds could not be transferred for other 
purposes except that the County Superintendent may allow such transfers if a district's maintenance 
plan is completed. 

Frequently mentioned in the report is the need for improved and/or increased technical assistance 
to school districts on topics concerning facilities. The Commission finds that increased technical 
assistance can help school districts avoid futuremaintenanceand facilities expenditures by improving 
the level of expertise and thus the quality of facility planning on the local district level and 
recommends: 

Recommendation #3, that the Legislature direct the Department of Education to develop and 
implement a plan for delivering improved technical assistance to school districts in facility planning 
arid maintenance, and 

Recommendation #4, that the Legislature direct the Department of . . ttion to develop, distrib- 
ute and promote the use of manuals and/or guidebooks on the topics of school facility design and 
facility needs assessment including a special volume covering the design of urban school facilities, 
and appropriate $300 ,000 to the Department for such purpose. 
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The Commission concurs in the report's observation that current New Jersey school facilities 
program is not "sufficiently coordinated/' The Commission recognizes that the Department of 
Education is aware of this problem and recommends: 

Recommendation #5, that the Five Year Facilities Master Plan be redesigned to include plans for 
long-term maintenance as well as new construction, and 

Recommendation #6, that the Legislature direct local school boards to include sufficient funds in 
their budgets to support their Five Year Facility Maintenance Plans and require such support before 
districts' budgets can be approved by the Commissioner of Education. 

The Commission recognizes that not enough information is available on the current condition of 
school facilities. The Commission believes that such information would assist State policy makers 
in efficiently targeting funds to the areas of greatest need. For this reason the Commission 
recommends: 

Recommendation #7, that the Legislature direct the Department of Education to conduct a survey 
of all Public School Facilities in the State. Such a study should be conducted in a uniform manner, 
established by the Department of Education, in all districts to guarantee: 1) consistency of results, 
and 2) equity in the distribution of funds based on need. 

TheCommission agrees with the report in its identification of a lack of "inter-agency communication, 
State interpretation of guidelines, and policy streamlining" as a problem with regulations from State 
and Federal agencies. However, the Commission finds that this problem has an impact beyond 
school districts. Conflicting regulations, especially those on environmental and health issues, create 
problems for school districts, local municipalities, private business and home owners. For this 
reason, the Commission recommends: 

Recommendation #8, thai the Governor, possibly through his office of Policy and Planning: V 
review the problems of conflicting State and Federal regulations and the processes of disseminating 
these regulations and their enforcement; 2) develop and implement a streamlined and coordinated 
process for the dissemination and enforcement of these regulations, and 3) develop and implement a 
process for identifying and resolving conflicts in these regulations prior to their implementation. 

Through cooperation with Governor's office and the Legislature, the Commission will seek the 
implementation of these recommendations. 
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New Jersey Institute of Technology 
State Facilities Questionnaire 



Purpose of Survey 

The following fifty state survey is part of a study by the New Jersey Institute of Technology for the 
Commission on Business Efficiency of the Public Schools for the State of New Jersey in coopera- 
tion with the New Jersey Department of Education. The survey is intended to identify any existing 
state programs, requirements or criteria for maintenance programs and to learn how they are 
funded, operate and are reviewed by your state. Secondly, this survey aims to identify any state 
mechanisms which serve to equalize facility conditions between disparate school districts. If your 
state is now addressing either area through programs, policy or legislation, we would appreciate 
your filling out this questionnaire as well as sending us any information such as guidelines, 
charts, brochures, appropriate initiating legislation or administrative procedures. Also, please 
send any other materials that you may deem appropriate. If any of the materials (such as hand- 
books, guidebooks, etc.) cany a cost, please send them and bill us appropriately. If your state is 
not currently addressing these issues, but is now considering doing so, we would like to find out 
what models you are considering. Please return the completed surveys and additional information 
by June 1, 1990. A compilation of the survey results will be made available to those who partici- 
pate. 

Thank you in advance for participating in our effort By filling out this questionnaire, you will contrib- 
ute to the knowlege base surrounding these two issues and will assist the State of New Jersey in 
addressing its policy decisions. 



Background Information 

Name of state: 

Number of school districts: 

Gross enrollment: 

Average expenditure per pupil: 

Your name: 

Telephone number: ( ) 
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Part 1 - General Information 



X. Does your state employ policies, guidelines or programs that serve to 
equalize quality in the provision of school facilities between disparate 
school districts in your State? 



yes. 



no 



2. Does your state have any statewide school building maintenance 
policies, guidelines or programs to insure that adequate maintenance is 
being performed on the state's school building stock? 



yes_ 



no 



3. Does your state have minimum facility standards for all school dis- 
tricts? 



yes_ 



no 



4a. Does your state provide funds for school building maintenance? 



yes no_ 



4b. for capital improvements or rehabilitation? 



yes no. 



4c. for new school construction? 



yes no„ 



5. Does your state have control or overview mechanisms to enforce the 
implementation of facility standards or that insure that adequate mainte- 
nance is being performed ? 



yes. 



no 



6. If your state does not currently have policies, guidelines or procedures 
addressing either statewide school building maintenance or school build- 
ing quality equalization, are you now considering doing so? 
If yes, please send any appropriate information as well as the name and 
telephone number of a person we may contact to compare notes. 



yes_ 



no 



Name 



. Telephone ( ) . 
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Part 2 - Specific Programs 

If your state has programs, policies or guidelines which address either a statewide school building 
maintenance system or which provide an equalization effect in the provision of schoolfacilities, 
please fUl out the rest of this questionnaire. If not, please return Part 1 for the purposes of our sur- 
vey. 

A. Criteria and Standards 

la. Does your state recommend or mandate construction type, materials yes no 

and/or cost criteria for capital improvements or new school construction? 

lb. for state funded school maintenance? yes no 

If yes, please describe and attach recommendations or criteria: 
(attach additional sheets as required) 



2a. Has your state established criteria to Insure that districts operate yes no. 

adequate maintenance programs? 

If yes, please describe and attach criteria: 



2b. How are district maintenance budgets monitored? 



3. Does your state have a set of criteria, to assist districts in evaluating yes no. 

when to replace a building, and when to substantially rehabilitate a build- 
ing? 

Please describe and attach criteria: 
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4. What are your state's criteria in the following areas, (if established by 
your state)? 

Square footage per student: 

Maximum pupil/teacher ratios: . 

Expenditure per student: 

Minimum classroom size: 

5. Does the state have any additional criteria pertaining to the quality of yes no. 

the school environment (such as lighting levels, temperature control, etc.)? 

If so, please describe and attach criteria: 



B. Funding 



la. What is your state's most recent gross annual budget for school $ 

building aid (facilities only)? 

lb. How much of this budget (in dollars) do you estimate goes to support $ 

facility bonded indeptedness for maintenance or capital improvements? 

2a. What percentage of state funding appropriated to a district for a given 

project goes to cover state administrative overhead? % 

2b. to districts to cover planning, development or other soft costs? % 

2c. to actual maintenance or construction? % 



3a. What school facility funding formulas exist in your state? 
Please describe and attach any descriptive materials: 



3b. Do any of these school facility funding formulas provide an equaliza- yes no. 

tion effect, consider socioeconomic variables or consider economic need? 
If yes, please describe: 

4a. What is the maximum percentage of total project cost your state will 
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contribute for a new construction project, given the range of funding 
programs available? 



% 



4b. to a capital improvement project? 

Please attach any descriptive materials on funding programs: % 

4c. How is the amount of state contribution determined? 
Please describe: 



5a. Does your state allow lease-purchase arrangements in new school 

construction? yes no 

5b. How many districts are currently participating in lease-purchase? 

districts 

5c. What mechanisms exist at the state level to determine or restrict the 
characteristics of lease-purchase contracts? 
Please describe and attach materials: 



6. Does the State offer incentives for innovative maintenance programs? 
If yes, please describe the incentives and name any innovative districts. 

yes no. 



7. Is state funding available to assist school districts with specific mainte- 
nance needs such as indoor air quality, energy conservation, lighting, 

asbestos removal, etc.? yes no. 

8a. What woul^ you say is the most commonly used local funding mecha- 
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nlsm (local taxes, county taxes, bond Issues, or other) through which local 
districts in your state receive money for maintenance budgets or for 
capital improvements? 



8b. for major rennovations or new construction? 



8c. Does your state offer assistance to local school districts in developing 

local funding mechanisms? yes no. 

If yes, please explain (attach additional sheets as necessary) 



9. Are state funds appropriated to local districts for maintenance or 
capital improvements distributed on a reimbursement basis, where a 
district must first complete the maintenance or improvement work before 
funds are released, or is the funding given through direct appropriation, 
before the work is completed? 

C. Overview 



□ reimbursement 

□ direct funding 

□ combination of 

both 

□ other 



la. Are school districts required to submit a Maintence Plan, a Facility 
Master Plan or any other long term plan related to school facilities on a 
regular basis? 



yes. 



no 



lb. How often are the plans submitted? 

1c. How successful are districts in implementing these plans? 

very successful 

□ fairly sucessful 

□ average 

□ somewhat successful 

□ not sucessful 
□ 

Id. What types of Information do the districts submit? 
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Please describe and attach sample plan and any available descriptive 
materials: 



2a. What mechanisms exist In your state to insure that state monies 
given to local districts capital improvements or new construction are being 
used in the way in which the monies were intended? 



2b. What mechanisms exist to insure that state allocated maintenance 
funds are being used as intended? 



3. Does the State take any action with local districts for not maintaining 

their facilities? What is the maximum penalty a district could receive? . yes no. 

Please describe: 



4a. Does your state keep an inventory of school facilities? 

4b. Does this inventory provide detailed information as to the condition of 
the buildings? 



yes_ 
yes_ 



no 



no 



4c. Does the inventory keep data on existing building characteristics? 

4d. How often is the inventory taken? 

4c. How does the inventory system operate? 



yes_ 



no 



months 
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Please describe and attach a sample form and any other descriptive materi- 
als: 



5a. Does your state rate school facilities as to their existing condition? 

yes no. 

5b. What are the criteria and categories for this rating system? 
Please describe and attach materials (attach additional sheets as neces- 
sary): 



6a. Does your state take any action with districts for non-compliance with 

minimum space standards, square footage requirements, or environmental yes no. 

quality criteria? 

6b. What amount of time is given to the districts as a grace period to 
comply with these standards? 

6c. What is the maximum penalty a district could receive? 



7. What staff position or mechanism provides local overview of school 
facilities at the county level and what is their relationship to the state 
school facilities division? 

D. Staffing 
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1. How many people are employed in your state educational facilities 
department? 



people 



2a. How many of these people specifically address issues of school build- 
ing maintenance? 



people 



2b. of school facility oversight or inventory? 



people 



3. How many state staff people with school facilities responsibilities are 
employed in regional offices? 



people 



E. Additional Comments 

1. If there are any additional comments you would like to include, please do so. 
Attach as many sheets as necessary. 



2. If there are any other materials or documents which you feel may be relevant or helpful, please 
send with the survey. 

Use the enclosed return address envelope. If materials and information are too large for the envelope 
please send parcel posU C.O.D. 

Thank you again for taking the time to fill out this survey and to compile the materials. The informa- 
tion you have provided will be of great use to the State of New Jersey and to the purposes of our 
study, and is deeply appreciated 
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State School 
Architect/ State 
Building 
Committee 


None I 


None 


Local Building 
Superintendent 


N/A 


Dir of Facilities or D 
Assistant 1 
Superintendent for n 
Facilities H 


Superintendent or 
appointee. State 
Facility Section 


N/A 


Regional j 
intermediate I 
Superintendent II 


None 


None 


Excess SF charged 
against new 
applications or 
projects &/or 
reduction of aid 


No 


None 


Yes 


Withdraw funds - 
plans not approved 
by state 


None 


No 


None 


None 


Restricted 
Maintenance 
Requirement 
Fund 


None 


None 


discretionary 
action 


Non-standard 
schools 




No 


Final local budget 
submitted as 
confirmation of 
expenditures 


Annual district 
budget submitted 


no- by district 


Yes - if local funds 
are linked to state 
funds 


Yes - as one 
district 


Yes - annual 
Superintendent's 
annual fiscal report 
to DOE 


State audit, 
Biannual 
maintenance 
review 


By district 
supervisors 


No 


No 


No 


Yes - deferred 
maintenance 
and restricted 
maintenance. 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


N/A 


Wilhin 
legislative 
appropriation , 


Facility 
standards, not 
maintenance 


No 


Audits are done on school 
district financial records. 


State system is lease 
purchase: funds are 
monitored: disbursed by 
state allocation board 


Yes - through the state 
accounting agency , all PO's 
require approval 


N/A 


Plan review and approval; 
Audit process 


Construction visits, 
withhold portion of funds 
until construction complete 


State, as local school 
district controls and 
identifies projects. 


Funds controlled and 
released by Capital 
Development Board (state 
agency) through a trust fund. 


No 


No 


State system is lease 
purchase: funds are 
monitored: disbursed 
by state allocation 
board 


Yes - all PO's require 
approval 


Annual budget 
review by City 
Council 


Annual audits by 
state auditor 


N/A 


State is expenditure 
agency 


N/A 


ALABAMA 


ARKANSAS 


CALIFORNIA 


DELAWARE 


DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 
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GEORGIA 


HAWAII 


ILLINOIS 



9 

ERIC 



r 



O 

E 

0) 



O 

o 

X 

o 
</> 

-I 

< 
o 
o 

-J 

cc 
o 



c 

52 S 

1 § 

2 a v 



5"S 



2 f i i -2 



c 

o 
c 



o C 



11 
31 



"8 S 

1 s s 

5 (j 5 

«o E a. 



11 
3 ° 



<3 ^ 



I -a 

O is 

it 5 

5 o 



^ < G 

■as s 

I -3 § 

a 8. a 

55 H 6 



None 


Facilities manager 
on County level. 


N/A 




County 

superintendents 


None 


Plans reviewed by 1 
facility planners, U 
assistant state N 
superintendent, 
maintenance super- II 
visors and the state I 
DED. 


None 


On a complaint 
basis of the 
environment No 
grace period 


None 


Yes - but only if 
noncompliance 
affects health or 
safety. 


None 


Yes- 5 year grace 
period. 


Aid to district can 
be withheld 


Yes - penalty & 
grace period 
depend on extent 
of threat to safety 
& health. 


Yes - 1 year grace 
period or loss of 
its charter. 


No 


None 


Yes- denial of 
state aid if 
physical damage 


ocvuireu uuc 10 

inadequate 

maintenance. 


None 




None 


Yes - fined for 
waste water 
discharges 
and /or shutdown 
of facility 


No 


No 


Summary 
Maintenance, 
report submitted 
1 annually 


No 




No 


Monitored by local 
boards of education 


Only through an 
accreditation 
process for those 
schools 
participating. 


No 


No 


Indirectly 


Yes - facility 

standards 

only. 


No 


No - only plan 
reviews. 


No 


No 


No 


Construction: State Board of 
Education and statute - 
"School Building 
Construction Rules" 


Inspection 


Yes - monitored during 
construction & audited at 
completion. 






Desk audits of final 
projections: cost report 
which amends claim of state 
aid reimbursement 


Inspection and audits by 
state dept. 


Adherence to guidelines 
involving district admin, 
bonding agent, architect, 
contractors and DOE 


No 


N/A 


N/A 






N/A 


Only for maintenance 
supervisor 


N/A 


MAINE 


MARYLAND 


MASSACHUSETTS 


MISSISSIPPI 




X 
0 


NORTH 
CAROLINA 


OIHO 



9 

ERIC 



Who monitors on at 
local/ regional U 
level? H 


Dcpts.. of Labor Sc 
Industry; Health; Sc 
Environmental 
Resources 


None | 


Local district fiscal 
officer - no 
relation to state 
DED. 


Local U 
superintendent or U 
designated person. H 
State assists upon H 
local request. II 


Varies with school 
district -from 
superintendent to 
maintenance 
supervisor. 


None. 


County ^ 
maintenance H 
supervisor. V 


None. ij 


Action for non- 
compliance with 
space, 

environmental 
criteria 


Citations or 
closure from 
Dcpts. of Labor & 
Industry; Health; & 
Environmental 
Resources 


Withhold funding 


Yes - grace period 
varies. Loose 
accreditation. 

1 


Yes -1-3 years 
grace period then 
withhold funds. 


Only during 
renovation. & new 
construction. 


None 


No - but may 
withhold funding. 


Orders of 
compliance. 


Action for non- 
compliance with 
maintenance 


Citations or 
closure from 
Dcpls. of Labor 
Sc Industry; 
Health; Sc 
Environmental 
Resources 


Withhold 
funding 


Probation or 
withdrawal of 
accreditation. 


Withhold funds 
incl. teachers 
salaries. 


Loss of 
accreditation 


State forces 
district to 
rebuild school/ 
more penalties 
pending 


None 


Loss of 25% of 
state aid. 


Local funds for 
maintenance ? 


Vi 

o 

>* 


No 


No 


No 


No 


Pending, statewide 
computerized 
accounting in 
place 


No 


No 


State funded 
maintenance 
program? 


No 


Yes. By 
general audit 


Cost is 
subject to 
audit. 


Yes 


N/A 


Pending 


No 


Not yet. 


State funds to local school 
districts for capital 
improvements or new 
construction? 


Yes - through audits and 
reimbursement for work . 


Yes - By general audit 


Yes - Stale office reviews 
requests. Finance office 
audits costs. 


Funds not significant. Rules 
Sc regulations are applied to 
all construction. 


N/A 


Yes - Stale audits/ 
accounting 


Yes - Invoice reimbursement 
with project monitoring Sc 
review. 


Not an issue. 


State funds to local 
school districts for 
maintenance? 


N/A 


No 


Yes - audit project 
close-outs. 


No 


Yes 


No 


No 


| Not an issue. 
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